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Enlargement —- or engorgement? 





fter the Copenhagen summit in 
December, it was announced that a 

: » further ten countries would be joining 
the ee Union in 2004. 

One can understand that the prospective 
member states, many of them formerly satellites 
of the Soviet Union, should view EU membership 
as a means of securing funds and achieving 
greater security - and why the reservations 
expressed by individuals and parties within the 
prospective members, notably in Poland, were 
brushed aside. However, what benefits would 
accrue to the 15 existing EU members, who are 
expected to expend billions to fund the 
expansion, whose industries are in steady decline 
and who already have several million inhabitants 
too many between them, have so far not been 
specified. One suspects they are unlikely ever to 
be so specified. 

That Tony Blair should view this outcome as 
a triumph was to be expected. For many within 
the Labour Party, the progressive diminution of 
Britain (and nation states in general) is something 
fervently to be wished, while prospective 
European presidents will necessarily have a 
vested psychological interest in widening the 
scope of their prospective presidencies. 

That Iain Duncan Smith should welcome the 
news, and even opine that enlargement should 
have happened earlier, on the surface might seem 
incongruous, from a self-confessed Eurosceptic 
- until we recollect how, since his election as 
Conservative leader as the standardbearer of the 
party’s traditionalist Right, Mr Duncan Smith has 
cleaved consistently to the Left, to avoid 
displeasing the Independent newspaper. It would 
appear that the quondam Maastricht rebel has 
learned to love Big Brother. It is not surprising 
that the Conservative Party, which remains 
instinctively conservative and patriotic at all 
levels, is feeling so demoralised. It can surely 
only be a question of time before Mr Duncan 
Smith faces a major split and/or leadership 
challenge; unhappiness over European policy is 
likely to be the proximate cause of any such 
event. 

Perhaps the most peculiar, and worrying, 
aspect of the Copenhagen summit was the 
discussion about the admittance of Turkey into 
the European Union. Turkey, and Turks, have 
many admirable qualities, but anyone who has 
ever been to Turkey - even Istanbul, the most 
‘European’ part of the country - can see that 
Turkey is not European in any sense, except 
insofar as a relict toehold of the Ottoman Empire 
exists in Thrace. It is not Christian (or even post- 
Christian), the Enlightenment left it largely 
unscathed, it is not especially democratic 
(although it is more democratic than its Arab 


neighbours, governments are held in power by 
the army) and it is not renowned for its concern 
for the welfare of its Kurdish citizens. Yet the only 
senior European-level politician who has dared 
to mention this glaringly obvious fact is former 
French president Valery Giscard d’Estaing - who 
is, in many other respects, objectionable from a 
Eurosceptical perspective. 

If the EU really were the simple free market 
that its original promoters said it would be, then 
there might be an argument for allowing Turkey 
to join - although how a Second World country, 
rich only in unskilled labour, might contribute 
economically to First World, technologically- 
oriented economies is not immediately apparent. 
But at a time when the EU is plainly moving 
towards becoming a fully-fledged state, with its 
own single currency, converging economies, 
unified foreign policy, ‘anthem’ and flag and now 
even a draft constitution, this is clearly no longer 
what is on offer - if it ever was. 

And in the unlikely event of Europe ever 
becoming the empire that some people would 
like it to become, the admittance of Turkey - still 
largely an inward-looking, ultra-conservative 
Muslim country, with permeable borders 
extending to Iran and Iraq - will hardly be 
conducive towards the establishment of cultural 
cohesion or internal stability. To admit Turkey 
as a full member of the EU would be profoundly 
irresponsible; the EU needs to arrive at an 
amicable arrangement with Ankara in some 
other way. 

One thing that is abundantly clear is the 
shortsightedness of the Bush administration, 
which has been putting pressure on the EU to 
admit Turkey, simply in order to be able to use 
Turkish airbases for the war against Iraq it wants 
so desperately (and our government so 
obligingly wants too). The US has a long tradition 
of intervening in European affairs, sometimes 
positively, as during 1941-1945 and the Cold War 
period, and sometimes against the interests of all 
intrinsic Europeans - such as when the CIA 
helped to fund the ‘Yes’ campaign during the 
foundation of the Common Market. 

As then, in this case the US’s short-term 
strategic aims coincide with the Left’s long-term 
aims of abolishing nation-states and undermining 
Western civilisation. This pressure ought to be 
resisted firmly. Leaving aside the rights and 
wrongs of any possible attack on Iraq, the US has 
no right to jeopardise European social harmony 
(such as it is) in order to be able to further selfish 
objectives. The Cold War is over, and whilst we 
shall always be grateful to the Americans for what 
they have done, we Europeans now need to be 
able to make our own way in an ever more 
complex future. O 
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Freedom - according to Blair 








Robin Page describes a brush with the Thought Police 





to have been born in Britain - land of the free, 

where the ‘Mother of Parliaments’ ensures 
that even the weakest voice is heard, and where 
the rule of law gives every citizen equality under 
the law - that is unless you are a traditional 
countryman living under Tony Blair’s flawed and 
corrupt government. 

These were my thoughts as I sat in a police 
cell at Parkside police station, Cambridge, in late 
November. My apparent crime was that at a 
country fair two and half months earlier I had 
told a crowd of several thousand at Frampton on 
Severn that country people should have the same 
rights and protection under the law as other 
minority groups in multicultural Britain. Free 
speech? Dream on. 

Thad started my speech, to urge those present 
to go on September’s Countryside March, by 
saying “If there is a black, vegetarian, Muslim, 
asylum-seeking, one-legged, lesbian lorry driver 
present, then you may be offended at what I am 
going to say, as I want the same rights that you 
have got already”. 

Oh dear, nearly all the crowd laughed and 
clapped, all except an offended few, including a 
Mr John O’Keefe of Gloucestershire. He 
complained about my speech to the 
Gloucestershire Constabulary. What he alleged, 
the police will not tell me, but so scanty was the 
evidence that they put an appeal in the local 
paper trawling for more Thought Police 
informers. It read: “Claims that Frampton 
Country Fair earlier this year was hijacked by the 
pro-hunting lobby are being investigated by 
Stonehouse Police. Countryside campaigner 
Robin Page was accused of bombarding visitors 
with pro-hunting propaganda during his 
commentary at the Country fair in September. Sgt 
Geoff Clark of Stonehouse Police would like to 
hear from anyone who was offended by the 
commentary. He can be contacted on 0845 090 
1234”. If anyone in Gloucestershire has been 
upset by the activities of Mr O'Keefe, just like 
Sgt Clark, I would like to hear from them. 

In the last two years, my farm buildings, and 
those of a neighbour, have been broken into or 
burgled 11 times. None apparently warranted the 
visit of a policeman. We could wallpaper our 
house with sympathy notes from ‘victim support’ 
but apparently the Cambridgeshire constabulary 
considers burglary unimportant. Imagine my 
surprise, then, when the great Sgt Clark phoned 
to say that he wanted to travel all the way from 
Gloucestershire to Cambridgeshire to see me, to 
investigate an incident he seemed reluctant to 
discuss over the phone. 

On Monday the 18th of November, Sgt Clark 
arrived, with a colleague. It was amazing; after 
receiving Mr O’Keefe’s complaint, the Sgt had not 
come to hear my side of the story. Instead, he was 
going to interview me under caution, with a view 
to prosecution. No, it was not Saddam Hussein 


I: is a privilege being British. How lucky I was 


in Iraq; it was Sgt Clark in Britain. With no prior 
warning, and with no lawyer present, I refused 
to be interviewed under caution. Sgt Clark said 
gruffly “Well, am not coming back here again”, 
so he arrested me. I was taken to Cambridge’s 
main police station and I was thrown into a cell. 
Apparently this is becoming normal behaviour 
in British police stations - arrests and detentions 
take place for administrative convenience rather 
than getting procedures right in the first place. 

When asked by the duty officer why I had 
been arrested, Sgt Clark said “I had made 
arrangements to interview Mr Page under caution, 
and he refused”. This was totally untrue - at no 
point in our conversations before he travelled did 
Set Clark mention “interview under caution”. 

Worse still, the duty officer made no attempt 
to find out if Sgt Clark had any evidence of a 
suspected crime - which was a pity, as during 
my interview Sgt Clark could produce none, and 
could not even tell me what I was supposed to 
have said. All he had was a letter from Mr 
O'Keefe which he would not show me, and with 
the tape recorder playing, he would not read 
aloud. So this was British justice in action, 2002. 
It reminded me of the Thought Police in action 
in Nineteen Eighty-Four. Just fancy, the Thought 
Police loose in Britain, the country where once a 
man was presumed innocent until proven guilty. 
Now, however, through the power of political 
correctness, a man is assumed to be guilty until 
he proves himself innocent. How quickly a free 
country can slide into the habits of a police state, 
and how simple it is to intimidate and harass 
those of us who object. 

To be fair to the police, they did say that I 
could have the lawyer of my choice present. But 
to have waited for him to arrive the following 
day, I would have had to spend the night in the 
cells - not bad for a South Cambridgeshire 
district councillor of 30 years’ standing living just 
four miles from the police station. Was this 
intimidation, harassment, or both? 

It is not a pleasant sound hearing the cell door 
slam behind you, but it seems to me that it is a 
sound that many of those who believe in freedom 
will have to get used to, before the tide of Blair’s 
politically-correct EU thought control can be 
turned. I was released, without charge, on police 
bail to report at Stroud police station on January 
6th. This has now been deferred to a date in 
February as ‘the papers’ are in London, being 
studied by the Crown Prosecution Service. 

I intend to do my bit to turn the tide against 
Blair’s thought control. If charged, I will seek a 
trial by jury, and whether charged or not I shall 
seek restitution for unlawful arrest and illegal 
detention. As a small farmer seeing neighbours 
going out of business and farmers driven off the 
land, I usually wear a badge proclaiming “Blair 
- Britain’s Mugabe”. After being forced into one 
of his police cells, the message seems even more 
appropriate. O 
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the habits of a 
police state, 
and how 
simple it is to 
intimidate and 
harass those 
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object” 
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View from the Right Anglican 





Derek Turner interviews Church of England traditionalist, 
the Revd Dr Peter Mullen 





“Many 
members of 
the Church 
hierarchy 
actually 
despise the 
civilisation 
which has 
nurtured 
them. They 
have lost 
confidence. 
They are 
not very 
intelligent, 
but they are 
bitter and 
twisted and 
against 
Western 
civilisation” 


What are your views on the newly 
appointed Archbishop of Canterbury? 
I’m not desperately put out by the fact that he 
has ordained - or is reported to have ordained - 
practising homosexuals, because anybody who 
has been a priest in the Church of England - as I 
have been for 32 years - knows that there are 
plenty of homosexuals there already. 

What really concerns me is his attitude to the 
war on Islamo-fascist terrorism in which he 
blames the Americans and - by implication - 
ourselves. He has said that the suicide bombers 
believe they have ‘no choice’ but to suicide- 
bomb. This is absolutely scurrilous, and I think 
he ought to resign. 

I’m not an expert on this area, and so couldn’t 
say exactly where the main threat will come from, 
but I do know that Saddam Hussein is funding 
these groups, and so it would seem sensible to 
take him out before he does any more damage. 
This would appear to be a just war, and it may 
even be our Christian duty to remove him. We 
know he’s malevolent, we know he’s rich and 
capable of doing these awful things that he 
threatens - so we have a duty to our children. 
The Americans ought to do away with him, and 
put ina protectorate, as they have done elsewhere 
in the past - like in Japan after the war. We once 
had the Pax Romana; we now have the Pax 
Americana, and thank God we do. We certainly 
can’t leave things like this to the United Nations. 


In Edward Norman’s recent book, 
Secularisation, he says “What is causing 
the decline of public support for the 
Church is the insistence of Church 
leaders themselves in representing 
secular enthusiasm for humanity as 
core-Christianity”. Do you agree with 
this opinion? 

For the last 40 years or so in England, the Church 
hierarchy has gone along with the soft-Left 
approach - being anti-capitalist, going along with 
those who have attacked it. Many members of the 
hierarchy actually despise the civilisation which 
has nurtured them. They have lost confidence. 
They are not very intelligent, but they are bitter 
and twisted and against Western civilisation. 
They are iconoclasts in the original meaning of 
the word - they want to bring down the Holy 
Faith, and I’m afraid they’re in charge of us. We 
are told that the gates of Hell will not prevail, 
but they’re having a damn good try! 


Isn’t it a bit unfair to blame the hierarchy 
alone for everything that has happened 
to the Church? Mightn’t the widespread 
acceptance of Darwinian logic and 
material prosperity have a lot to do with 
falling Church attendances? 


Yes, of course there’s more to it. The Church 
hierarchy doesn’t control the culture of England. 
But while Darwin’s hypothesis is interesting, it 
should not have led to what it did lead to - the 
notion, stemming from Huxley and others, that 
there has been a moral progression upwards, 
paralleling our physical betterment. There is 
another related notion - that what happened in 
the past was necessarily worse than what is 
happening now, or will happen in the future. 
Such notions ignore the doctrine of original sin - 
which recognises that we are all flawed - and are 
not contained in the Christian religion. 





But even worse than these notions is the 
trivialisation of life. The sort of things that appear 
on television - and I don’t mean late-night, soft- 
sex films, but the kind of show that is aired on 
BBC on early Saturday evenings - are frankly a 
disgrace. Spot the Moron - Jim’s Full Vacuity, 
followed by the National Lottery Live (which is 
indistinguishable from the National Lottery Dead). 
Then there are the nuts’n’sluts shows (“Sheila’s 
having an affair with her grandfather” - “Nick 
thinks it would be sexy to have a leg amputated”) 
- horrible, disgusting shows! Once you get rid of 
religion, all these things creep in, because there’s 
no one to stop them. The secularisation of society 
means the amoralisation of society. This is why 
people who claim to be moral can support the 
fact that 180,000 babies are torn from the womb 
each year - while it is often the same people who 
get worked up about fox-hunting. 

Every time the Church has brought in a new 
service, people have voted with their feet, and 
left. All you can do is fight your corner, in your 
own parish. Here in St Michael’s, we have a choral 
Eucharist every Sunday which is entirely 
traditional, and sermons which are - I think I can 
say without fear of contradiction - intelligent. We 
have an enormous outreach and welcome to 
people. We don’t ostracise anybody; we have a 
very convivial get-together after every service; we 
have a strong support system for people in 
trouble; we liaise with the livery companies, and 
the whole apparatus of the City. And all of this is 
done from a traditionalist base. We don’t make 
concessions to modernity; we use the real words, 
which is what people want. The Church of 
England - and the Roman Catholics - have been 
in decline for 40 years, while Eastern Orthodox 
churches have not declined. They haven't 
changed their form of service since 909! Muslim 
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kids go every Friday to read the Koran - in Arabic. 
That’s a level of commitment we have lost. 


What is wrong with religious education 
in schools? 

The present form of RE - in which equal weight 
is given to all religions - is, in fact, atheism, 
because it assumes that there is an objective 
position from which all religions can be evaluated. 
The attitude that says “I am a completely 
liberated, modern secularist and can pick and 
mix between religions” is a kind of arrogance. 
The nature of religion requires that you get 
involved and find out its truth from the inside. 
You find out that you are a Christian when you 
go to Mass, read the Bible and try and lead a 
Godly life. 


How do you go about trying to get 
traditional Anglicanism into the media? 
I was on Thought for the Day in 1975, and gave 12 
broadcasts. Since then, I’ve tried a couple of times 
to get back on, but they won’t have me. I’m a 
marked man! The programme makers won't have 
a traditionalist, because they feel they are 
superior to us. They see traditionalism as ape- 
thinking, monkey talk - this goes with the 
Darwinism and the doctrine of progress. Here I 
am, a mild-mannered man reaching traditional 
Christianity, and I am regarded as a though I’m 
some kind of crypto-fascist! 


Do you think the proposed laws on 
blasphemy will help or hinder your 
cause? 

The blasphemy laws are not there to protect any 
racial minority, nor anybody else, from abuse; 
they are there to ensure that God will not be 
abused. It is a consequence of secularisation that 
people can only conceive of these laws as being 
against racial intolerance. We certainly need laws 
promoting racial tolerance, but the blasphemy 
laws are to prevent God from being abused. Once 
you take away that concept, you take away the 
whole purpose of these laws. 


Would you be in favour of a religious 
criterion in immigration policy? 

No - I would not be in favour of immigration 
controls along those lines. I think Christianity is 
strong enough to fight its own corner, and argue 
for itself. I really don’t think the mix of religions 
is a cause of trouble. I think that what appears to 
be a racial problem can always be boiled down 
to something else. It’s not a question of what 
colour you are, or what you pretend to believe. 
I’m not that sort of apologist at all. I would like 
to make that point strongly. I really believe in a 
shared world. There have been instances in the 
past of racial and religious harmony, and we 
ought to strive for that - because what is the 
alternative? It has nothing to do with numbers. 
A civilisation can exist with any number of other 
peoples within it. And let’s not pretend we have 
a Christian culture in this country. The question 
is really a non-sequitur. 


Do you think disestablishment is likely? 
If so, what would be the consequences? 


I don’t think it’s likely in the near future. But of 
course I would be against it, because that would 
turn the Church into a sect, belonging only to its 
adherents. The concept of the Church worked out 
in the 16th Century meant that it was for 
everybody. The Prayer Book is marvellously 
liberal and lenient about all of this - it only 
makes you attend three times a year! But you 
are still a member of the Church because you are 
a member of England. If you’re a Roman Catholic, 
you can still be a member of England, as long as 
you don’t make trouble; that’s a marvellously 
lenient way to run a country! 


Some High Anglicans seem often to be 
motivated as much by aesthetics as by 
genuine belief, and to find the sound of 
the words of the Prayer Book to be as 
important or even more important than 
the meaning. Is this a real problem 
amongst traditionalists? 


There are people who support the Prayer Book 
mostly because of its glorious language. But 
glorious - or inglorious - language has meaning, 
and should be accepted or denied because of that 
meaning, not the alleged beauty of its 
phraseology. You raise a wider issue here when 
you mention aesthetics - intense beauty in 
literature or music can lead people to God. I’m 
certainly not anti-aesthetic - far from it. We have 
a vast musical tradition in the Church and we use 
it - but all dedicated to the glory of God. 


Some people say that Anglicanism 
carries within it a fatal weakness. In a 
way, they say, it has been too tolerant 
over the centuries, and tried to 
encompass within it too many different 
strands of thought, from near-Catholic, 
to near-nonconformist. With these 
constant stresses and strains, is 
Anglicanism sustainable? 


It’s very interesting that you should ask this. For 
over 400 years, there was only one Prayer Book. 
People from almost-Papists right through to 
almost-Scottish Presbyterians used the same 
book. That is the genius of the document; it 
allows people to belong to it. Toleration has to 
find a talisman of expression, and the Prayer Book 
was that talisman. High and Low and Middle and 
Broad and crypto-atheist could all use the same 
book. But once we got into the new stuff - which 
apart from being dreadful, was also heretical in 
many places - nobody with any intelligence could 
go along with it. Look at the wedding service “ Let 
them be tender with each other’s dreams”! 

But let’s say something positive! I find that 
many journals on the Right have a terrible 
defensiveness - and I know where it comes from! 
- that makes them sound as though they are 
carping. Since I came to this parish, I have 
conducted 25 weddings, all according to the 1662 
rite - and all of these young couples have stayed 
with the church. What we have - if we but know 
it, and can seize it - is custody of a magnificent 
tradition, and we ought to rejoice in it. Oo 
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Editor’s Note: 

A book Called to 
Account edited by 
Drs Digby Anderson 
and Peter Mullen, 
with contributions 
from leading scholars, 
will be published in 
January. It will 
describe “the 
lamentable state of 
the modern church of 
England: how it is in 
decline on every front: 
money, numbers, 
theology, worship, 
the training of priests 
etc... the fault of the 
liberal establishment 
which has ruined the 
church over the last 
40 years”. 


Copies will be 
available from the 
Social Affairs Unit 
and further details 

will be issued in 
due course. 


RN readers are 
invited to attend the 
regular Book of 
Common Prayer 
services, theological 
lectures and musical 
recitals that take 
place at St Michael’s 
Church, Cornhill, 
London, EC3. 


For details, please 
write to: 

The Watch House, 
10 Giltspur Street, 
London, EC1A 9DE, 
or e-mail 
pjm@smfsu.org 


The Prayer Book 
Society may be 
contacted by 

writing to: 

The Prayer Book 
Society, 

St James Garlickhythe, 
Garlick Hill, 

London EC4, 

or visiting 

www. prayerbook.org.uk 
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RN in the groves 
of academe 





Derek Turner 

reports from 

the cloistered 
groves of 
academe... 





na demonstration of RN’s ever higher profile 
among students, during the summer I 
received invitations from Durham and 
Cambridge universities to participate in two 
debates about multiculturalism. I was glad to 
accept these invitations, although the idea also 
filled me with trepidation, as I do not have an 
academic background, and had never even 
attended a debate before. 

The debate at Durham took place on the 15th 
of November, on the motion “This House 
believes that multiculturalism has failed”. There 
were two speakers on each side. With me, for the 
motion, was the academic and occasional RN 
contributor Dr Aidan Rankin. Against us were the 
former Bishop of Bradford, and a sociology 
student called Simon Mollan, who stood in for 
the journalist Darcus Howe at the last moment. 

Dr Rankin and I were applauded politely after 
our contributions, but it was immediately clear 
that the students were strongly opposed to the 
motion, and we were defeated easily. It does 
seem as if most people who attend debates have 
their minds already made up and, besides, Simon 
Mollan’s rhetorical skills were of a very high 
order. Apart from that, to many people the term 
multiculturalism is both vague and more 
positive-sounding than otherwise (to many 
people it means, simply, Indian restaurants, or 
having black friends), and the motion was 
strongly worded. Although both Dr Rankin and 
myself tried to stress the difference between 
multiculturalism as a fact of life (eg, the English, 
Welsh and Scottish living together) and multi- 
culturalism the ideology (race war replacing class 
war as a revolutionary tactic), we could not get 
over this conceptual stumbling block. 

At Cambridge, on the 28th of November, the 
atmosphere was palpably hostile. The motion this 
time was “This House believes that multi- 
culturalism is destroying traditional British 
society”. From the outset, it was obvious that we 
would lose. All the speakers on our side 
(Viscount Massereene & Ferrard, a graduate 
called Mark Attwood and myself) were 
bombarded by the audience with points of order 
and points of information, often irrelevant. By 
contrast, the speakers on the other side, two 
clever students called Nick Long and Tony 
Stanley, plus - bizarrely - Lord Sudeley of the 
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Monday Club) were heard in virtual silence, 
except for the couple of interventions we could 
make ourselves. This eerie silence continued 
even when Lord Sudeley began to talk about 
abolishing usury and about the differing cranial 
capacities of races - strange ideological territory 
for the ‘anti-racist’ side! No students spoke in 
opposition, except for one (English in appearance 
and accent), who said that he agreed that 
multiculturalism was destroying traditional 
British society - but he was glad, and could 
Morris dancing be outlawed too. This interjection 
seemed to confirm my earlier suggestion that 
multiculturalism was culture for the self-hating. 
The voting went heavily against us, although 
there were also many who abstained. The 
atmosphere throughout the evening was so tense 
that I was not surprised to hear a few days 
afterwards that a planned participation in a 
debate by Nick Griffin of the BNP (himself a 
Cambridge graduate) had to be cancelled, after 
threats of violence from Labour-supporting 
students. 

There were many ironies about these debates. 
Here was the future elite of Britain, wishing to 
degrade itself, and seemingly holding its own 
inheritance in little esteem. Here were intelligent 
people (for the most part) seemingly unable to 
see that the close proximity of cultures inevitably 
means tensions, which may be exceedingly 
destructive tensions - and, even in the wake of 
September 11th 2001, seeing nothing wrong with 
uncontrolled immigration (which topic inevitably 
crept into the argument). Here were obsessively 
politically correct young people, who could not 
see that there was any long term conflict between 
their own ultra-liberal views and the almost 
uncontrolled influx of Third World ultra- 
conservatives, with decided views of their own 
about homosexuals, the role of women, animal 
rights and freedom of expression. Yet the very 
fact that these culturally and financially insulated 
students were holding these debates also implies 
that even they can no longer ignore the many and 
complex dilemmas of multiculturalism. 

Private conversations before and after the 
debates, even with ostensible opponents, were 
rather more productive and interesting that the 
debates themselves. Several people who had 
spoken against us from the floor seemed to see 
things differently after a few minutes’ private 
conversation. Others who had not spoken came 
up to say that they agreed privately with us 
(secret balloting might have demonstrated a 
closer result). These exchanges also served to 
highlight the real nature of multiculturalism, 
which is rapidly becoming culture by 
compulsion. Some useful contacts were made, 
and I even managed to sell some subscriptions. 
All who participated on our side in both of these 
debates agreed that the evenings had been well- 
spent in any case, the public result notwith- 
standing. There is no doubt that the problems 
caused by large scale immigration and 
multiculturalism will fester on and on, and return 
to haunt university circles (bigoted Labour 
students notwithstanding), and I expect RN will 
be called on again to contribute to what may, 
some day, become a genuine debate. OQ 
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Refuseniks mix civil 
disobedience and legal 
action to challenge 
BBC bias 


OO: 7th November, campaigners against bias 
in BBC reporting launched a campaign 
mixing legal action with civil disobedience. 

Sunday Times journalist Jonathon Miller 
challenged the BBC to take legal action against 
him for refusing to pay the TV licence fee. He 
believes it is illegal under the Human Rights Act, 
and is prepared to test this in court. 

Former Soviet dissident Vladimir Bukovsky 
[Editor’s Note: see interview with Vladimir 
Bukovsky, RN 30] is asking members of the public 
to join him in refusing to 
pay the TV licence fee in 
Orden. ton forces sathe 

- Corporation to “stop BBC 
> ~ a bias” in its coverage of the 
Cis | European Union. He is 

= ‘> ¥ prepared to face a jail term 

i M@ rather than live with “Soviet 
Vladimir Bukovsky style reporting”. He has 
- "Stop BBC Bias” appealed for 5,000 other 
Dalene, discontented licence payers 
to join him. Those unable or unwilling to follow 
him to jail will be able to join the campaign 
lawfully by paying their licence fees by 
numerous small cheques. Large numbers of 
people risking jail, and tens of thousands of 
cheques for different small amounts of money, 
should quickly clog the jails and the licence fee 
system. It may even bring the collection of the 
licence fee to a grinding halt. 

Both are supported in their aims by Lord 
Pearson of Rannoch, whose Global Britain 
organisation has funded a series of independent 
reports into bias in BBC political coverage. 

Further information 
may be obtained from 
(01322) 278878 or 
(07960) 584161, 


or visit: 
www .bbc.bias.org, or 
www.bbcresistance@smartgroups.com 











“English Witness” 


“English Witness” is a planned Steadfast 
compilation of essays from English people 
giving their reactions to and thoughts about 
what has happened to England in the last 50 
years, and their hopes and fears about the 


future. Of particular interest are contributions 
from people who can remember the Second 
World War. 


For more information, contact: 
P. Scrivener, Steadfast, 

27 Old Gloucester Street, 
London, WC1N 3XxX. 





POPULISM —- Everybody is talking about it! 


To find out what it really means, you must read 


THE POPULIST PRESS 


The MAGAZINE for... 

POPULIST PRINCIPLES:- POPULIST ACTION:- 

* Defending traditional family values * Anti-liberalism 
Re-discovering our Identity Resisting globalisation 
Restoring the Rule of Law Opposing multiculturalism/ 
Conserving our resources for bogus asylum seekers 
our people Fighting the EU and the 

Single Currency 


* 





* 


It answers the questions others are too frightened to ask! 

1 Why do the mainstream Right appease liberalism? 

2 How can some eurosceptics support globalisation or regionalisation? 

3 Will the Gay/Feminist lobbies be stopped? 

4 Is there hope for the small-scale economy? 

5 What is ¢heir problem with a NHS and the public ownership of utilities? 

The modernisers think that families, communities and even countries 
are expendible in the name of progress — let’s prove them wrong! 


For a POPULIST PRESS sample pack, please write to: 
POPULIST PRESS, PO Box 14910, LONDON, SE18 3WA. 














English Dissident Verse 


A Sociologist 
Your concern to preserve identities 
of immigrants suggests a man who cares. 
And yet, Professor, not a single word 
about the natives slowly losing theirs. 


Poems include: An English Prayer, European Madness, Don’t say 
you’re English, The Stranger, Little Englanders, The Internationalists, 
England’s Burning, English no more? 

This collection is written primarily for the English community. It is 
a defence and celebration of Englishness. We welcome readers of 
other nationalities and cultures who would read it in a sympathetic light. 


48 pp. Price: £4.99 (or £4 each for orders of 10 or more) 
Publisher: WRITERS AGAINST REPRESSION on behalf of STEADFAST 





STEADFAST aims - 
to encourage the English people to revive and embrace their communal 
identity, and thereby acquire the national self-respect and confidence that 
many of them lack; to challenge prejudice against the English; to expose 
misrepresentation of the English; to fight injustice and discrimination that 
disadvantage the English, without fear or favour, wherever it arises. 


27 Old Gloucester Street, London WC1N 3XX 
http://www.steadfastonline.org.uk 
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Post Code 
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Lenin and the terrorists from Chechnya 








Frank Ellis says that President Putin did the right thing 





“The rescue 
mission... 
sent the right 
signals to 
terrorists 
whatever their 
grievances 
and origins” 


Dr Frank Ellis 
lectures in 
Russian and 
Slavonic Studies 
at Leeds 
University 
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‘he seizure by Chechen terrorists of a 
Moscow theatre on 23rd October demons- 
trates, yet again, the extreme vulnerability 
of modern industrialised societies to small groups 
of determined and well-armed individuals intent 
on murder and mayhem. 

We have no reason to doubt that the terrorists 
had every intention of killing themselves and as 
many of the hostages as possible for the benefit 
of the world’s television stations. Had they 
succeeded they would have secured their own 
particular niche in the macabre politics of suicide- 
homicide spectaculars. To these sick minds this 
act of barbarism would somehow have furthered 
the cause of Chechen independence. 

Hostage crises tend to be resolved in one of 
two ways. Satisfied that they have made a point 
to the world at large, the terrorists will either 
surrender, naturally ensuring that there are 
plenty of third parties present to guarantee safe 
conduct, or frustrated at the lack of progress in 
meeting their demands, they will start to kill 
hostages. Once this happens, as the Russian 
authorities reported on the morning of 26th 
October, only one course of action remains: to 
kill all the terrorists as soon as possible. At this 
stage loss of life among the hostages is a real 
possibility, as this siege showed. Given the 
number of terrorists, their declared intention to 
destroy themselves and the hostages, as well as 
the difficulties in preparing the Alpha assault 
squads, it is remarkable that so few hostages 
were killed. Of the 117 that lost their lives, 116 
died from gas poisoning, another was shot in the 
head by the terrorists. More than 700 were saved. 
Had the Russian authorities delayed sending in 
the assault teams, the death toll might have been 
a lot higher. President Putin did the right thing. 
The rescue mission was a difficult and dangerous 
job done well and one that sent the right signals 
to terrorists, whatever their grievances and 
origins. 

Amid the satisfaction though, I am reminded 
that certain Russians invented the evil of political 
terrorism. By a curious coincidence 2002 marked 
the 100th anniversary of the publication of Lenin’s 
What is to be Done? which deserves to be seen as 
one of the handbooks of modern subversion and 
terrorism. Certainly, any one who wishes to 
understand the mindset of the modern terrorist, 
the political and religious fanatic, must study this 
tract. 

Lenin’s contribution to this aberration of 
politics has been hugely influential and 
enduring. Many of the terrorist groups that have 
blighted the lives of Western states and Israel in 
the last thirty to forty years, such as the IRA, the 
Red Brigades, Baader-Meinhof, Red Army 
Faction, Direct Action, the Black Panthers and 
Black September, owe a great deal to Lenin, far 
more I suspect than many of them realise. 






sees 


Impressed by the Russian terror groups of the 
1870s and the 1880s, one of which, the People’s 
Will, assassinated Tsar Alexander II in 1881, but 
appalled by their lack of discipline, Lenin 
concluded that were small groups of dedicated 
and disciplined men and women to have any 
chance of success, they must be strictly 
subordinated to central party control. The 
revolutionary party founded by Lenin is the 
precursor of the modern terrorist organisation. 
Lenin made two other major contributions to 
terrorism both of which can be identified in the 
groups of the late twentieth century. The first is 
the insistence that the party takes precedence over 
everything. Lenin’s revolutionary is a new kind 








<> 


tin - did the right thing 





President Pu 


of political animal for whom politics, or rather 
ideology, decides all. He has no life outside 
politics and is dedicated solely to the cause. He 
has no identity of his own and immerses himself 
into the party’s collective persona. The 
revolutionary’s or terrorist’s creed is quite simple: 
any measure, no matter how brutal or genocidal 
that serves the cause of revolution is good, 
anything that impedes the cause of revolution is 
bad. The paradigm for this monster is the 
nineteenth-century Russian terrorist Sergei 
Nechaev who in his Revolutionary Catechism (1869) 
defined the revolutionary as being, among other 
things, an implacable enemy of society, one who 
“has broken all links with society and the world 
of civilization, with its laws and conventions, 
with its social etiquette and its moral code”. 
Lenin’s second contribution was to create a 
revolutionary theory to give meaning to the 
revolutionary’s life and mission. Almost single- 
handedly Lenin created ideology, insisting that 
Marxism-Leninism was a scientific world view 
which explained everything, and class war and 
revolution as a means of bringing about the 
classless society. Thus, when Lenin - and later 
Stalin and Mao - ordered the slaughter of ‘class 
enemies’ the party’s executioners could rest 
assured that History was on their side. In this 
way Leninist ideology destroys conscience, 
bewitching and enslaving its followers. Tolkien’s 
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lines in Lord of the Rings come to mind: ‘One Ring 
to rule them all, One Ring to find them, One Ring 
to bring them all and in the darkness bind them’. 
Marxism-Leninism is the ring that binds its 
followers in the heart of darkness, preparing them 
for committing and sanctioning unspeakable acts 
of violence and cruelty. 

The only caveat stipulated by Lenin regarding 
the use of terror was that any act be incorporated 
into the overall revolutionary struggle. Isolated 
acts of terrorism carried out by individuals 
without the sanction of the party’s central apparatus, 
a feature of the 1870s, must be prevented. Purely 
practical considerations determine the use of 
terror. Moral objections there are none. Later, 
after the collapse of the Tsarist system, and at 
Lenin’s insistence, the justification of physical 
and judicial terror was to be firmly incorporated 
into the new Soviet Criminal Code. Born in 
terrorism, the Soviet Union emerges as the 
world’s first terror state which systematically 
used terror against internal enemies real or 
imagined on a scale never seen before in history. 
Only Mao, a comrade in communism, surpasses 
Lenin and Stalin to become the supreme exponent 
of terror and mass murder in the twentieth 
century. 

Which brings us back to Russia’s problems 
with Chechnya. For while we can applaud 
Russia’s resolve in the face of terrorism, Chechens 
of whatever stripe can recall the dreadful 
deportations of the Chechen population ordered 
by Stalin during World War Two. And not just 
the Chechens. Volga Germans, the Ingush, 
Crimean Tatars, the Balkars, Rarachai and 
Kalmyks were all deported with huge loss of life 
between November 1943 and June 1944. Had 
Stalin not died in 1953, Soviet Jews would have 
been the next victims. The mass deportations 
ordered by Stalin and Beria extended the 
principle of the purge to whole nationalities. In 
establishing both the principle of the purge and 
founding modern revolutionary and state 
terrorism, Lenin created the Soviet totalitarian 
state which is the source of Russia’s 


contemporary conflict with Chechnya. Those 
Chechen terrorists who came to Moscow with 
murder and revenge in their hearts were Lenin’s 
children. O 








Leading Chechen terrorists, Jordanian-born 
Khattab and Shamil Basayev - Lenin’s 
children? 


These modern sculptures are on the wall of a tower block overlooking 
the Thames in the Pepys Estate in Deptford, London. The sculptures 
feature people associated with the area, an important Naval and 
mercantile base from Tudor times up until 1969, from Queen Elizabeth 
I, Samuel Pepys and Francis Drake to modern characters who have 
worked hard to improve the quality of life in the insalubrious estate. A 
few hundred yards away from these faces may be found the 18th 
century gates of the old Royal Naval Revictualling Yard, and several 
other attractive naval buildings, and a pleasant riverside walk leads to 
Rotherhithe in one direction and Greenwich going the other way. 


Back issues of Right Now! are available for 
£1.50 per copy, including post and packing. 
Please send cheques, postal orders or inter- 
national money orders, payable to ‘Right 
Now!’, to: Right Now! PO Box 2085, London, 
W1A 5SX. Payment can also be made by 
credit card — see page 17 for details 


Issues 1 to 22: Sold out 
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ir Humphrey embraces ‘diversity’ 








vood takes a sardonic look at civil service lunacy 





“Previously 
innocuous 
words such as 
‘pride’ and 
‘inclusive’ 
have had their 
meaning 
hijacked, and 
so provide a 
constant 
reminder of 
the 
determination 
with which 
liberals pursue 
their 
subversive 
agenda” 


‘Embrace 
diversity 
- Yes, 
Prime 
Minister’ 









“n George Orwell’s 1984, the aim of Newspeak 
was defined as “to narrow the range of 
thought - to make thoughtcrime literally 
impossible because there will be no words in 
which to express it”. In fact, Orwell’s fears on this 
were somewhat misplaced. There is no need for 
authority to maintain control of society by the 
minimalist reduction of language that took place 
in 1984. A far more effective and subtle approach 
is to alter the meaning of words in everyday use. 
The liberal establishment that now has an iron grip 
over the major institutions of this country has 
proved itself adept at exploiting this process. 
Previously innocuous words such as ‘pride’ and 
‘inclusive’ have had their meaning hijacked, and 
so provide a constant reminder of the 
determination with which liberals pursue their 
subversive agenda. However, one word that has 
exceeded all others in its new menace during the 
past decade or so is “diversity”. 

It is difficult to recall precisely when diversity 
changed from its traditional meaning of “the 
quality of being different or varied”. The new use 
may stem from the perception that ‘multi- 
culturalism’ had become somewhat tarnished, or 
maybe some Home Office adviser recommended 
that the equality agenda needed broadening. 
Whatever the origins of the change, there is no doubt 
that ‘diversity’ has now become one of the top 
priorities in the liberal long march towards utopia. 

The issue of diversity has been taken up by 
Whitehall in a big way and as a result all civil 
servants, such as myself, are now compulsorily 
required to attend diversity workshops. The aim 
is to achieve “a diverse workplace that encourages 
those with differing life experiences, frames of 
reference, ways of working, thinking and 
communicating, to participate fully in developing, 
managing and delivering services”. Thus this new 
model bureaucracy will “allow people to make 
their own unique contribution by challenging 
conscious and unconscious perceptions and 
perceived ways of working”. 

However, this pseudo-idealised gibberish 
deliberately disguises and obfuscates the real 
motivation, which is to impose still further the 
degree of indoctrination surrounding the dual 
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liberal obsessions of ‘racism’ and its junior partner, 
‘homophobia’. 

The diversity workshops last about a day and 
consist of anumber of “diversity scenarios” played 
out by actors in the form of theatre workshops to 
“ensure that each one of us appreciates the 
importance of recognising and encouraging 
diversity within the Department”. About 20 
people, all white, attended my workshop, 
although this is a rather unrepresentative cross- 
section, considering the large number of people 
of ethnic origin in the public sector. The 
proceedings were presided over by a middle--aged 
female Asian facilitator assisted by an “observer”, 
a younger Afro-Caribbean woman. Three actors 
played the role of civil servants in a supposedly 
typical office. The boss was a middle-aged white 
male. His two junior colleagues were a thirty- 
something white woman working part time, and 
a younger black male who also happened to be 
homosexual. 


The first scenario was actually quite 
amusing. It consisted of the actors mouthing the 
most absurd stereotypical comments about the 
disabled, gays, women, men, blacks etc. Allegedly 
based on real life office comments, its dated and 
unrealistic outlook was reminiscent of some of the 
dodgier TV comedy programmes from the 1970s. 
Nevertheless, it was quite good knockabout. The 
later scenarios were intended to be more serious. 
Some portrayals, for example the boss who 
suffered from increasing deafness, and the 
problems arising from part time working, were 
fairly uncontroversial. But others were 
considerably less, so particularly those relating to 
race and sexuality. 

For example, we were led to believe in all 
seriousness that the ‘gay’ employee suffered deep 
emotional stress because he was unable to openly 
express his sexuality in the office because of fears 
of a ‘negative’ response from colleagues. However, 
this self-indulgent attitude overlooks the fact that 
you do not need to be homosexual to enjoy sexual 
fantasies or practices that may not always meet 
with the approval of work colleagues. Most people 
have the courtesy to opt for discretion on this 
subject. After each scenario we broke into small 
groups to “discuss the impact of the behaviours 
that had been acted out”. As a permanent record 
we were provided with a 54-page “diversity 
challenge” notebook. 

The cost of these workshops must be quite 
considerable, since all civil servants (there are over 
600,000) are required to attend them. But they are 
just one component of the diversity agenda in the 
public sector. One important driving force is the 
Race Relations Amendment Act 2000. This places 
a general duty on all public authorities to promote 
race equality. The duty aims to make the 
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promotion of race equality “central to the way 
public authorities work, and it is a positive one 
and not simply about avoiding discrimination”. 
Meeting the requirements of the Act in full will 
impose an almost incredible burden on public 
organisations. 

As a result of this Act, all public bodies are 
required to publish a “Race Equality Scheme” of 
exceptional detail. This includes monitoring staff 
by racial group “who are trained and promoted, 
who suffer detriment, who are involved in 
grievance and disciplinary procedures” and much 
more. In addition, there is a requirement to 
“analyse data to find patterns of inequality”, “take 
action to remove barriers” and “promote equality 
and publish the results each year”. There are 
further references to “functions and policies on the 
promotion of race equality”, “arrangements for 
assessing and consulting on the impact of 
policies”, “arrangements to identify any adverse 
impact on race equality”, and so on. This is a very 
brief synopsis. The full requirements seem endless, 
almost beyond belief in their detail and inescapably 
they will require an inordinate amount of staff 
time. And all public sector authorities now have a 
statutory duty to carry them out. In answer to a 
question at the workshop as to why the Act only 
applies to the public sector, the response was “we 
have to get our own house in order first” before it 
can be extended to private employers. 


Further initiatives from the European 
Union will add to the regulatory burden. 
For example, the EU Race Directive will establish 
indirect discrimination if “an apparently neutral 
provision, criterion or practice would put persons 
of racial or ethnic origin at a particular 
disadvantage compared with other persons”. The 
Directive also broadens the definition of racial 
harassment to include the work environment. It 
is reassuring to note that transsexuals have not 
been overlooked since the Sex Discrimination 
(Gender Reassignment) Regulations 1999 prevents, 
as its remarkable title suggests, discrimination 
against those undergoing “gender reassignment”. 

As part of the diversity agenda, civil servants 
have been given some advice on “cross cultural 
communication”. Terms such as ‘Oriental’ and 
‘half-caste’ should be avoided. So too should 
“jargon, slang and metaphor”. We are warned that 
cultural differences in body languages can 
contribute to misunderstandings and conflicts. 
Apparently, words for the time of day such as 
evening or afternoon do not have the same 
meaning when “used by members of minority 
ethnic communities”. It would be quite wrong to 
assume that “when members of ethnic minorities 
raise their voice they are necessarily losing control 
or becoming aggressive”. Finally, by way of 
balance, we are advised never to “underestimate 
the influence of your own cultural background on 
your unconscious perceptions and behaviour”. 
This is all quite a minefield for the unwary. 

It is sometimes claimed that the equality and 
diversity agenda is not there to provide minorities 
with any special privileges. Equality is defined as 
equality of opportunity not equality of outcome, 


quotas for minorities are unlawful and diversity 
does not mean being especially nice to ethnic 
minority groups, homosexuals, lesbians etc. This 
is the rhetoric but the reality is very different. The 
Civil Service, like many other public sector 
organisations, carries out what is euphemistically 
called ‘positive action’. One example of this - there 
are many more - is an initiative known as “Green 
Light”, a career development programme for black 
and ethnic minority staff who “wish to either 
enhance their own performance in their existing 
grade, or to progress their career into higher manage- 
ment grades. At the end of the course participants 
are expected to gain a clear appreciation of their 
role as dynamic members of the Department, and 
be confident about their skills and abilities”. 
Schemes such as this either make no difference, 
in which case they are a waste of public money, 
or they achieve their objective. If the latter, then 
clearly they must solely benefit ethnic minorities, 
who gain advantages that by definition are denied 
to white people - a shameless example of reverse 
discrimination of which there are countless 
examples throughout the public sector. 


Although quotas are unlawful, “targets” 
are central to the diversity agenda. The 
Home Office, for example, has a target of 
employing 25% ethnic minority staff in its London 
headquarters by 2009. It is not clear how this target 
has been arrived at, since it is too low to reflect 
the present proportion of ethnic minority people 
in London which is currently well over 30%, yet 
is clearly too high if it includes the travel to work 
area within the southeast region. But however it 
has been determined, the Home Office is proud 
to announce that the target was exceeded eight 
years early, in 2001 when 28% of Home Office staff 
in its London offices were from ethnic minorities. 
Needless to say, the high probability that white 
job applicants have almost certainly been 
deliberately discriminated against to reach this 
target is of no consequence. It should also be 
remembered that as the ethnic population of 
London continues to increase unchecked, the 
targets will also need to increase to keep pace - all 
this of course in the Government Department 
responsible for immigration, race relations 
legislation as well as law and order. 

It would be naive to assume that liberals truly 
believe in diversity in its traditional sense. What 
they are instead seeking is a stultifying conformity 
and obedience from society for their distorted and 
dangerous obsessions on race and homosexuality. 
They want to comprehensively narrow the terms 
of debate so that anyone who publicly expresses 
a dissident viewpoint on these issues, however 
mild or rational, is vilified as ‘xenophobic’, ‘racist’, 
‘homophobic’ or ‘extremist’. Witness the hysteria 
and misrepresentation that greeted the electoral 
successes of Jean-Marie Le Pen and Jorg Haider. 
What we are faced with is a systematic yet 
deceitful programme of thought control to prevent 
the overwhelming majority of ordinary people 
from expressing their perfectly natural desire to 
retain their own cultural heritage and the racial 
identity of their country. O 
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“It is 
sometimes 
claimed that 
the equality 
and diversity 
agenda is not 
there to 
provide 
minorities 
with any 
special 
privileges... 
but the reality 
is very 
different” 


Charles Lockwood 
is the pen-name 
of a senior 

civil servant 
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reening the Blues 








Aidan Rankin says that greens and conservatives may have more in common than they realise 





“Why is the 
Green Party 
like a water 
melon?” 


“Because it’s 
green on the 
outside, 

red on the 
inside.” 


“Across 
Europe, the 
greens as an 
organised 
political force 
are either 
competing 
directly with 
Trotskyists and 
ex-Communists, 
or acting as 
Leftwing echo 
chambers for 
the social 
democratic 
parties” 


I the United States, there is a joke about green 
. politics that runs something like this: 


Q. “Why is the Green Party like a water melon?” 
A. “Because it’s green on the outside, red on the 
inside.” 

Although told by conservative Republicans, the 
true joke is on the ‘liberal’ Democrats. They are 
furious with America’s fledgling Green Party, for 
they blame it, with good reason, for losing a 
tranche of the Leftwing vote. The Greens’ 3% 
spelled defeat for the Democrats, not least in the 
cutting edge state of Florida. But Republican 
humour and Democrat anger reflect the same 
underlying truth about the Greens. Although their 
presidential candidate, Ralph Nader, is not a man 
of the Left, his party platform turned out to be a 
blend of vulgar Marxism and political correctness. 
It combined the post-1960s authoritarian-‘liberal’ 
obsessions - group rights, reverse race and sex 
discrimination, the attack on any form of settled 
values or tradition - with demands for an extension 
of state control over every area of the economy 
and the individual’s life. Although there are many 
genuine ecologists in America, to ‘vote Green’ was 
to endorse the economic and cultural agenda of 
the extreme Left and so, effectively, to ‘vote Red’. 

I start with the United States because it is there 
that the polarisation between conservatism and 
political ecology has become most obvious. Whilst 
the Greens, as a party, veer ever Leftwards, 
conservatives embrace a fundamentalist inter- 
pretation of the free market. Theirs is increasingly 
a ‘narrow individualism’, to use Tocqueville’s 
phrase, because it takes little account of civil 
society (on which individual freedom depends) 
and pays as scant regard to custom and 
accumulated wisdom as the politically correct Left. 
Yet these American polarities are also to be found 
in the politics of Britain and continental Europe. 
Although usually less baldly stated, they are at 
least as pronounced, especially as Western 
Europe’s far Left is more openly Marxist and more 
explicitly revolutionary in its objectives. 

Across Europe, the greens as an organised 
political force are either competing directly with 
Trotskyists and ex-Communists, or acting as Left- 
wing echo chambers for the social democratic 
parties. Even where, as in Denmark, they adhere 
to a centrist tradition, greens find themselves 
tarred with the Leftist brush. “We say that we are 
in the centre, but they don’t believe us”, a Danish 
friend told me. “Whatever we say, they think we 
are on the Left”. The reason she gave for this 
distrust by Danish voters was the pattern of green 
politics across the EU, notably Germany. There, 
the type of centrism defended by Danish greens 
was first defined as “neither left, nor right, but in 
front”, in other words not a wishy-washy middle 
ground, but a philosophy that transcended Right 
and Leftwing stereotypes. 
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This founding principle of the German Green 
Party in the late 1970s was soon swept rudely 
aside. Leftwing activists - the ‘generation of 1968’ 
- took over much of the party. They are more 
energetic than conservatives because fanaticism 
and intolerance come naturally to them. 
Accordingly, they moved it from ‘pure’ 
environmental politics, distrusted by the Left, to 
an obsession with feminist critiques of ‘patriarchy’ 
and support for Third World Marxist causes. In 
Britain, the Green Party is older than its German 
cousin (it was founded, as the Ecology Party, in 
1973), but has adopted a raft of Leftwing policies 
and is inhospitable to conservative ecologists. It 
welcomes defectors from the Left of the Labour 
Party and at times works closely with Marxist 
factions. 

Defensively ‘progressive’, green politics in 
Britain follow the same set of Pavlovian reactions 
as Leftwing activism. Tradition is oppressive. 
The nation-state is dead. Elitism is evil. Men and 
women are interchangeable. Change is good. Both 
in Britain and in continental Europe, greens have 
derived some benefit from the collapse of 
communist parties and the widespread 
disillusionment with social democracy. But in their 
Faustian pact with the politically-correct Left, 
greens have developed a political programme that 
is inconsistent and contradictory at every level. 
Their ecological roots enjoin them to conserve local 
ecosystems whilst their Leftwing ideological 
reflexes demand that they scorn local traditions. 
‘Natural’ patterns are to be preserved whilst 
patterns of human behaviour are to be constantly 
disrupted. 

In this way, Left-greenery destroys the holistic 
basis of ecological politics by reviving ideas of 
dualistic conflict. Furthermore, it expresses the 
alienation between man and nature that has 
proved so problematic in Western thought and 
which political ecology was intended to question. 
The Leftwing orientation of green politics might 
yield short-term electoral gains by picking up ‘red’ 
protest votes. At the same time, it boxes green 
parties into an electoral ghetto by switching off 
large swathes of the voting public. This was 
acknowledged, bizarrely, after the European 
parliamentary elections of 1989. The British 
Greens, presenting a moderate face, attracted 
disaffected shire Tories and traditional liberals (ie 
those who actually believe in freedom tempered 
by civility) and won 15% of the popular vote. Far 
from being happy with the result, the Leftwing 
militants in the party made it clear that they did 
not ‘want’ conservative voters. The party’s 
principal speakers, Sara Parkin and Jonathon 
Porritt, were denounced as reactionaries and 
eventually driven out. 

It was not always thus. 30 years ago, Edward 
Goldsmith and a group of ecological pioneers 
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produced a little book called Blueprint for Survival 
that led to the Ecology Party’s foundation. Its 
critique of economic growth as an end in itself 
struck chords with those of conservative 
disposition who worried about the loss of human 
values in politics and the spread of moral vacuity 
and materialism. The ‘goal’ of Goldsmith and his 
colleagues was to shift the balance of Western 
political culture from an obsession with economic 
growth, at all human and ecological cost, toa more 
profound concern with the quality of life, for both 
individuals and communities. Political ecology, 
therefore, involves the decentralisation and 
diffusion of power: 





“We have seen that man in our present society 
has been deprived of a satisfactory social 
environment. A_ society made up of 
decentralised, self-sufficient communities, in 
which people work near their homes, have the 
responsibility of governing themselves, of 
running their schools, hospitals and welfare 
services, in fact of running their own 
communities, should, we feel, be a much happier 
place. Its members, in these conditions, would 
be likely to develop an identity of their own, 
which many of us have lost in the mass society 
we live in. They would tend, once more, to find 
an aim in life, develop a set of values and take 
pride in their achievement as well as in those of 
their community.”! 

This aspiration has much in common with 
traditional conservative principles. Indeed there 
could hardly be a better manifesto for the Tory 
Party, if it is seeking to revive its localist and 
voluntarist traditions. For it was Edmund Burke, 
after all, who spoke of the ‘little platoons’ as the 
mainstays of civil society. It was voluntary 
association, at local level, that upheld both 
individual freedom and social conscience. 


Centralised institutions, whether state or 
corporate in origin, tend to undermine both. 
Historically, conservatives have emphasised 
continuity and social evolution over radical 
breaks with the past. They favour experience over 
utopian blueprints, the organic over the abstract. 
Conservatism arose as a response to the sweeping 
neophiliac certainties of the revolutionary Left. 
Green politics arose, originally, in response to the 
industrial age, with its superstitious reverence 
for the new and its preference for political and 
economic expansionism. Pioneering green 
thinkers such as EF Schumacher and Leopold 
Kohr popularised the view that ‘small is 
beautiful’, that economic and social life should 
be restored to a human scale. This accords well 
with the conservative belief in an intelligible 
political system with strong cultural roots and a 
sense of proportion. As late as the mid-1990s, the 
green writer John Pearce acknowledged the 
connection between political ecology and 
conservatism. Greens, he wrote, could “borrow 
from the Conservative tradition the keeping of 
what is best about the past, namely conserving. 
This conserving will apply to resources, ancient 
sites and buildings, forests and habitats, cultures, 
languages, sports, music and art”. 
Conservatives today can benefit from the 
holistic approaches of political ecology. A 
creative synthesis of Tory and green would 
champion genuine entrepreneurs - small and 
medium-sized businesses, skilled craftsmen and 
the self-employed - against bureaucratic state 
interference and the homogenising power of the 


u »: multi-nationals. Influenced by green thinking, the 


Tories could plug their electoral gaps without 
mouthing ‘PC’ shibboleths they don’t really 
believe. Many Hindus, for example, feel 
patronised by liberal Left-blandishments and 
dislike being lumped into an amorphous mass 
called ‘British Asians’. Many women, especially 
the mothers of sons, are repulsed and insulted 
by gender-bending feminism. Such voters would 
be attracted to a party that acknowledged the 
value of tradition and the complexities of life, 
without trying to force them into simplistic 
categories. Green thinking, in turn, would benefit 
from the historical perspectives of conservatism. 
The connection between preserving biodiversity 
and valuing cultural diversity would be restored. 
Without that connection, green politics has 
become all but meaningless. 

Both conservatism and green politics arise out 
of a search for a spiritual dimension, an awareness 
that the politics of instant gratification produces 
alienation and discord. Yet conservatives and 
greens have usually failed to recognise their 
shared values. They have allied themselves, 
respectively, with ‘marketolatry’ (the indiscriminate 
worship of capital) and political correctness (the 
tyranny of militant pressure groups). Market 
fundamentalism and political correctness are both 
based on outmoded linear thinking, a simplistic 
and curiously old-fashioned view of human 
‘progress’. As ideological certainties unravel, the 
case for a blue-green alliance becomes stronger 
than ever. O 





“Green thinking 
would benefit 
from the 
historical 
perspectives of 
conservatism. 
The connection 
between 
preserving 
biodiversity 
and valuing 
cultural 
diversity would 
be restored. 
Without that 
connection, 
green politics 
has become 

all but 
meaningless” 


Footnotes 


1. Edward Goldsmith 
etal, Blueprint for 
Survival 
(Harmondsworth: 
Pelican, 1971) p64 


2. John Pearce, 

The Little Green Book 
(Bradford-upon-Avon: 
Greenleaves, 1995) p13 


Dr Aidan Rankin is 
an ecologist and 
author. For a 
review of his book, 
Authoritarian 
Liberalism: The 
Politics of the 
Forked Tongue, 
see p 22 
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“A nation 
which has 
forgotten its 
past can have 
no future” 
Winston 
Churchill 


Don Briggs 
remembers 
a great 
populist 
historian 
and patriot 
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Arthur Bryant (1899-1985) 





“‘W ‘Wistorian and journalist Sir Arthur Bryant 

"===" believed that the instinctive wisdom of 
5. [the ages was a truer guide to the future 
than the conflicting opinions of individuals, 
however clever. 

In January 1985, when London print unions 
were rioting outside Rupert Murdoch’s Fortress 
Wapping over the introduction of computer 
typesetting by Times and Sun journalists, I went 
searching for a comment from the 19th Century 
which had stayed in my mind. 

In a book written by Sir Arthur 45 years 
earlier, I found it: “What Manchester thinks 
today, England would think tomorrow”. That 
book, English Saga 1840-1940, described how 
entrepreneurs, obstructed in London, had turned 
to Manchester and found commonsense, 
flexibility, and a vigour which almost shifted the 
centre of gravity of Britain to Lancashire. Bryant's 
skill in telling how that city led the industrial 
revolution provided the flash of inspiration 
which resulted in Manchester repeating history. 

Peacefully and honourably, its printers and 
journalists abandoned obsolete union-controlled 
hot-metal printing, adopted direct input, and 
saved the £800m a year business of the Daily 
Mirror, Sunday Mirror and People. 

English Saga is an extraordinarily powerful 
book. Bryant wrote it in a blaze of “fire, passion, 
love and anger” in 1940 when the Battle of Britain 
was being fought. In the next 27 years it was 
reprinted 20 times. It exposed “the blood and 
bone of England”, manifesting the nation’s spirit 
as “a beacon in a dark world”. It reminded that 
world that “England’s real strength, the character 
of her people, becomes apparent only in adversity”. 
Sir William Collins, Bryant’s publisher, sent 
copies to every battlefront where it stirred the 
hearts and minds and awoke the imagination of 
fighting men and women of all races, including 
many PoWs. English Saga so inspired General Sir 
Bernard Paget, training our D-Day Army, that he 
invited Bryant to lecture on strategy to the top 
echelons of all three services who led the June 
1944 invasion of Normandy.' 

Those armed forces of Great Britain, our 
Empire, the US and our allies seized from the 
Nazis the sovereignty of France, half of Germany 
and many European countries. They saved 
Western Christian civilisation and handed that 
sovereignty back to their people. 

Bryant’s contribution to that victory is 
immeasurable. In an age of rapid change and 
uncertainty he wrote 50 books with unfailing 
vision about what England represented and had 
contributed to civilisation. It was that, said the 
Times in his obituary, which gave his books their 
“persuasive and often luminous quality”. 

English Saga prompted a former Labour MP, 
WJ Brown, to write® to Bryant: “I am a slum 
product - father a plumber - and like masses of 
poor folk, I reacted against the injustices and 
stupidities of capitalism and embraced socialism. 





Like thousands more I have since reacted against 
that... Your book comes like a light into my 
darkness and has given me new vision.” 

Bryant next wrote three books about how 
England defeated the attempts of Revolutionary 
France and Napoleon to dominate the world. 
They revealed an “extraordinary parallel” with 
the struggle against Germany. In Years of Victory, 
the third book, Bryant explained that he wrote 
the second, Years of Endurance “for the ordinary man” 
who has been robbed of his heritage. Because we 
forgot our history, “we have had to re-live it”. 

Bryant, like Macaulay, Gibbon and Froude, 
wrote history as literature. To read him is to walk 
among flowers - of love and courage in adversity; 
humour, humanity and poetry; theology, 
philosophy and politics; architecture and crafts- 
manship; human nature and leadership. 

In his eighties, dying of cancer and conscious 
that generations were growing up knowing little 
of England’s greatness, Bryant wrote an inspiring 
history of Britain and the British people. 

Set in a Silver Sea, Freedom’s Own Island and The 
Search for Justice contain a mine of insights, for 
example: “History teaches that all human 
progress comes not from governments, or 
committees, but from single-minded individuals 
who pursue an idea until they see it realised”. 

Bryant was born on February 18, 1899, at 
Sandringham where his father, Sir Francis, who 
served in the Prince of Wales’s secretariat, read 
history to him. At 13, Bryant went to Harrow. Its 
songs made a deep impression; he was convinced 
they inspired Churchill’s wartime speeches. 

When the Great War came, Bryant served in 
France as an adjutant with the Royal Flying 
Corps. Learning to fly in half an hour, he forgot 
to strap in on his first solo flight and nearly fell 
out looping the loop. That war left him with a 
respect for people from humble homes. 

Between 1921 and 1939 Bryant wrote 20 books. 
First was The Spirit of Conservatism. But it was the 
meticulous research and narrative power of King 
Charles II which established his reputation in 1931. 

He wrote studies of Macaulay, Baldwin, 
George V and Wellington, treatises on The National 
Character, The American Ideal, and, in 1943, as an 
organic farmer, Return to Husbandry. His Samuel 
Pepys threw valuable light on 17th Century naval 
matters and Pepys’ remarkable record as an 
administrator. 

Bryant was now writing with authority for the 
Sunday Times, Sunday Express and Observer, and 
was seen by Sir John Reith as a future director- 
general of the BBC.* When GK Chesterton died, 
Bryant took over his column in the Illustrated 
London News, contributing it for 50 years. In June 
1944, Bryant wrote: “[D-Day] showed that... 
Faith, and the human work that springs from faith, 
can move mountains”. He saw England’s 
enduring Christian faith as the source of her 
greatness. “Whenever the people of these islands 
have combined for a common Christian purpose, 
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they have proved invincible against even the 
mightiest of enemies”. Bryant brings that faith to 
life describing a medieval armoured English 
knight kneeling all night in prayer before a battle; 
Nelson, entreating God in his cabin before 
Trafalgar and General Sir Alanbrooke, not a 
particularly religious man, falling to his knees, 
alone in Churchill’s study, after the premier 
appointed him his chief military adviser. The 
instinctive humility of great men with faith in the 
power of prayer stands like England’s awe- 
inspiring cathedrals, built with children’s tools 
by uneducated men, as powerful testimony to the 
immutable justice and mercy of our Christian God. 

Bryant revered the best legacies of the High 
Middle Age to the industrial revolution, especially 
the independence and courage of England’s 
peasant and yeoman classes. But he despised 
laissez-faire capitalism for corroding the English 
spirit. The test of ‘Is it just?’ was replaced by ‘Does 
it pay?’ A limited liability company had no 
conscience, he noted.° 

In English Saga, Bryant reminds us that, long 
before Stalin and Mao, Disraeli knew that 
bureaucrats, concentrating power in their hands 
in the name of efficiency, enslaved and 
devitalised nations. Britain’s strength was our 
“happy habit of self-government”.° 

Bryant also foresaw how the Conservative 
party could become irrelevant, and endanger 
England: “What is the Tory party unless it 
represents national feeling? Toryism is nothing 
unless it represents and upholds the institutions 
of the country. It is the institutions of England 
which have made us free, and can alone keep us 
so. If you destroy the political institutions you 
destroy the nation”. 

Before the Second World War, Bryant supported 
Neville Chamberlain, flying to Berlin hoping to 
appease Hitler and avert another massacre. He 
was deeply unpopular. When that war ended, he 
was honoured at Nelson's table aboard Victory 
surrounded by many who had restored our 
freedom. A knighthood followed. 

Bryant then wrote two military classics, The 
Turn of the Tide, and Triumph in the West, from Sir 
Alanbrooke’s war diaries. The revelations caused 
a furore. Churchill considered the British dull - 
but they do react. Bryant observed, “although 
they act late, they act with astonishing resolution 
and unanimity - and therefore with effect”. He 
drew a valuable lesson: “There was a vital difference 
between a strong state and a strong people. 
Germany was a very strong state in 1940, Britain 
a very weak one; yet it was the strong people, 
not the strong state which ultimately won’. 

Bryant had a remarkable secretary in Pamela 
Street. In 1979 she wrote a fine book about him, 
recording a wealth of Bryant's insights. He told 
her that declining religious faith, patriotism, and 
honesty were threatening our civilisation. There 
were also “too many motor cars, politicians, civil 
servants, and businessmen who have been 
promoted above their mental and social ceilings”. 

From 1962 on, Bryant opposed Britain’s 
joining the Common Market. In A Choice for 
Destiny Bryant warned that the Treaty of Rome 
“would bind England with the dead hand of the 





past”. For seven centuries England had overcome 
every emergency because each parliament had 
left the next generation free to act, not bound even 
by a Constitution. That had given us better 
government, greater liberty and political 
diversity, and freedom of action, debate and 
expression, than any other nation. 

In 30 years the European Union, rising by 
stealth out of that treaty, has imposed 47,000 
directives on Britain - more laws than Parliament 


Sir Arthur 





Selected works of Sir Arthur Bryant (* = published by Collins) 


King Charles I] (Longmans, 1931; reissued Collins) 


Biography of Samuel Pepys: The Man in the Making (CUP, 1933); The Years of Peril (CUP, 
1935); The Saviour of the Navy (CUP, 1938) (All reissued by Collins) 

Napoleonic: The Years of Endurance (1942)*; Years of Victory (1944)*; The Age of Elegance (1950)* 
Analysis of WWII: The Turn of the Tide (1957)*; Triumph in the West (1959)* 

A Thousand Years of British Monarchy (1973 private edn.; reissued Collins) 


The Spirit of England (1982)* 


History of Britain and the British People: Set in a Silver Sea (Vol. I, 1984) *; Freedom s Own 


Island (Vol. 1, 1986) *; The Search for Justice (Vol. III, 1990) * 


Valuable reference: Arthur Bryant: Portrait of a Historian, Pamela Street, 1979 * 


passed in 700 years. The EU is clawing at the 
sovereignty of 25 nations to create a superstate. 
It is sundering England into a fistful of regions 
and has erased that proud name from its maps. 
Its self-appointed elite are above the law and 
beyond democratic control. 

In The Spirit of England, three years before he 
died, Bryant wondered if England had lost her 
soul. A strong fleet was our only defence against 
invasion; today half our depleted warships are 
in dock. Agriculture was vital for a defenceless 
island ; our £65bn a year food, fishing and farming 
industries are on the brink of collapse. 

Last September, on Battle of Britain Sunday, 
407,791 men, women and children marched in 
angry silence past the Cenotaph in Whitehall. 
Their display of “fire, passion, love and anger” 
in defence of Liberty and Livelihood was the first 
shot across the bows of parliaments robbing 
England of her heritage. O 
Don Briggs is a retired journalist and writes from 
Cheshire 
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Friends of Right Now! Christmas Reception 
London, 13th December 2002 





“he fourth annual Friends of Right 

. Now! reception was held in an 
atmospheric venue in central London. 
Invitees included those who belong to 
our successful Friends of Right Now! 
fundraising scheme, the magazine’s 
patrons and others who helped the 
magazine during 2002. 

After a brief introduction by RN 
editor Derek Turner, a distinguished 
audience listened to an excellent 
address by Christopher Gill, formerly 
Conservative Member of Parliament for 
Ludlow in Shropshire and presently the 
Chairman of the Freedom Association. 
The address covered the Association’s 
campaign against the European arrest 
warrant. Mr Gill had written to 473 MPs 
asking them two specific questions: 

1. Will you vote for this measure 
which at a stroke will abolish the 
historic protection of the individual 
citizen against the power of the state 
and the abuse of politicians with 
totalitarian tendencies? 

2. Are you content to see these 
fundamental protections against 
arbitary arrest and wrongful 
imprisonment cast wilfully aside? 

Sadly, the Extradition Bill was given 
a second reading. Most Conservatives 
voted against it but there were some 
who abstained (it should be noted that 
some abstainees were absent for 
technical or personal reasons) as well 
as the astonishing example of Shadow 
Cabinet Member Tim Yeo who voted 
for this wretched bill! 

Mr Gill felt that Conservatives had 
made good some good points during 
the second reading debate but neverthe- 
less he was of the opinion that neither 
Oliver Letwin, Shadow Home Secretary, 
nor any other Tory backbencher had 











penetrated to the heart of the matter and 
drawn the logical conclusion: the 
desperate need for us to withdraw from 
the EU before our country is subjugated 
by its laws, directives and diktats. 

A number of interesting questions 
were posed during the Q&A session, 
covering such topics as the current 
levels of immigration into the UK and 
whether a new party should appear on 
the Right to replace the moribund 
Conservatives. The formal part of this 
most enjoyable and interesting meeting 
closed at approximately 9.30pm. 

Those who are interested in 
becoming a Friend of Right Now!, and 
attending future FoRN meetings, 
should write to: Friends of Right Now!, 
PO Box 2085, London W1A 5SxX, or 
e-mail: rightnow@compuserve.com or 
telephone: 0845 601 3243. 

Allan Robertson 





The new battle for Britain 





John Gouriet describes his legal attempt to safeguard British sovereignty 





YN readers will have received with 

Athis issue copies of a leaflet 
advertising our constitutional challenge 
to the government. 

Norris McWhirter and myself, on 
behalf of 7,000 ‘Defenders of the Realm’ 
and the public as a whole, are applying 
for judicial review to confirm a limit to 
the power of Parliament under the 
Constitution. 

We argue that parliament has no 
authority to pass the governance of the 
nation to those who owe no allegiance 
to the crown, are unelected, unaccount- 
able and undismissible by the British 


electorate, for it is contrary to the 
constitution. The right of self- 
determination is the birthright of us all. 
It is not within parliament's authority 
to diminish or destroy this. The people 
have a right of redress and remedy 
through the rule of law that must be 
upheld and applied impartially by the 
courts. Parliament and all parliament- 
arians are bound by their oaths of office 
and allegiance as long established by 
the constitution and as required by their 
own Code of Conduct. They must at all 
times govern on behalf of the sovereign 
only in accordance with the rule of law, 





bearing true allegiance to the crown 
and thus to the people under the 
Coronation Oath. No one is above the 
law and if the lawmakers become 
lawbreakers with impunity, tyranny 
will prevail. We are citing the Nice 
Treaty as our prime but not exclusive 
example. 

The first hearing took place in the 
High Court on 17 December. We were 
refused permission for a judicial 
review of the legality of the European 
treaties in the High Court, with costs 
against us. The main reason given was 
that treaties are injusticiable. We are not 
dismayed but encouraged and more 
determined than ever by this perverse 
decision. Clearly the judge had 
decided against giving us leave for 
judicial review before entering the 
court. But we believe the government 
lawyers have given the game away. 

Counsel for the defence asserted 
that there was no conflict between our 
constitution and EU treaties and laws, 
that parliamentary sovereignty is 
reconciled to EU supremacy, that no 
one could challenge or examine the 
crown’s treaty-making powers, that the 
ECA is a constitutional statute and 
cannot be repealed, that Magna Carta 
and the Act of Settlement were just 
points in time and even if there was a 
conflict the EC (Amendments) Act 2002 
would take precedence over the Magna 
Carta and Bill of Rights, etc. Therefore 
the Nice Treaty is non-justiciable and 
there is no legal basis for review. 

Our counsel kept much of our 
powder dry and contented himself with 
disenfranchisement of the electorate 
and loss of electoral discipline, that 
parliament has no authority to abolish 
itself or transfer its law making 
responsibility; there are limits to 
parliament's power and both parliament 
and the courts have a duty to uphold 
the rule of law in accordance with the 
constitution; therefore our case is 
justiciable and arguable. 

We are therefore preparing to 
appeal immediately to the Court of 
Appeal on the grounds that the High 
Court misunderstood our application 
for review, which was to define the 
limits of parliament’s power under the 
rule of law in accordance with the 
English constitution and clarify the 
responsibility of the judiciary to ensure 
that the law of the land is upheld at all 
times without fear or favour. 

The constitution has teeth and it is 
up to all of us to see the culprits of all 
parties well and truly bitten! Please 
support Defenders of the Realm by 
responding to our leaflet. 1°) 

John Gouriet is a journalist and 
editor of the London Miscellany 
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The Macpherson Report: 
‘Anti-racist’ hysteria and the 
Sovietization of the United 
Kingdom 
by Dr Frank Ellis 
UK Price: £4.95 inc p&p 


Overseas customers please add 50p 
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The latest authorised English- 
language edition (Social Contract 
Press, Petoskey, Michigan, 1995, 
316pp, pb) of Raspail’s prophetic 
novel about the consequences of 

unlimited immigration - the 

destruction of the nations of Europe. 
UK Price: £10.00, inc. p&p. 
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immigrant invasions (){ i\ 
imperil our country 
and civilization 

by Patrick J Buchanan 


UK Price: £16.95 inc. p&p) 
(Europe: £17.95; Rest of World: £19.50) 






For details of how to obtain these 
books see the Order Form on the 
right of this page. 
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“Music hath charms...” 
An after-show party for the 
Music of Black Origin awards 
descended into violence with 
guns brandished, one man hit 
with a pint glass, a woman 
allegedly raped in the toilets, 
and a 200-strong mob trying 
to storm the celebrations. 
Armed police were called at 
2am to break up a fight after 
a bullet was discovered on 
the floor of the hotel. (Metro 
(London), 4th October 2002) 


Good diagnosis, 
bad medicine 
Speaking at the Runnymede 
Trust conference on multi- 
culturalism, the deputy head 
of the Metropolitan Police 
said that society could not 
ignore the evidence that most 
muggers in London are black. 
Ian Blair, who is likely to be 
the next Commissioner of the 
force, added that fear of being 
branded ‘racist’ is making it 
increasingly difficult for 
police to tackle muggings. He 
also drew attention to the 
people-smuggling rackets 
within the Chinese commun- 
ity, and said that youth gangs 
are “rampant” within Asian 
communities. He stressed 
that the racial angles of crime 
must be tackled honestly, 
especially as the large numbers 
of illegal immigrants were 
causing racial tensions in the 
capital. He recommended 
that yet further efforts be 
made to attract ethnic 
minority members into the 


police and said “We need a | 


Jesse Jackson”. (Evening 
Standard, 11th October 2002) 


Moral equivalence 
“{Bali] has been blighted and 
left to fend for itself as the 
West departs in an unseemly 
hurry...Please note the naked 
prejudice in the responses of 
our Government. With the 
United States, we were 
encouraged to carry on flying 
over as tourists to show 
solidarity and to prove that 
such acts did not and could 
not deter us. After Bali, 
Baroness Amos immediately 
instructed Britons to get out 


of and stay away froma place | 


which needs our suppott... 
The tragedy is that [the 
holiday-makers killed in the 
Bali bomb], just like the 





Americans who died on 11 
September, may have been 
caught between the truly evil 
killers and their own 
politicians who do nothing to 
create a fairer and more just 
world for the billions who are 
getting less and less in the 
bonanza of globalisation. The 








amounting to £37 per week. 
Last year, Britain received 
71,365 applications (88,300 
including dependants), more 
than any other developed 
country. In other EU countries, 
such as Denmark and 
Germany, the numbers are 
falling. In the UK, 42% of 


Against Racism said that his 
comments were “the sort of 
language one might expect to 
hear on a British National 
Party march”. (Daily Telegraph, 
24th October 2002) 


Clark’s tale 
Beverley Hughes, the 





minister for immigration, 





Sari Club was a whites-only 
enclave; some _ tourists 
behaved as if they owned the 
place” - Yasmin Alibhai- 
Brown, on the aftermath of 
the Bali bomb (Independent on 
Sunday, 21st October 2002) 


Protecting Europe’s 
richness 
European Union member 
states could be forced to pay 
for interpreters if they want 
to use their own language, 
under plans being considered 
in Brussels. The proposal 
aims to reduce the costs 
incurred by the EU particularly 
after the next enlargement, 
whereupon the number of 
official EU languages will rise 
from 11 to 20. The idea could 
apply to many of the 4,000 or 
so working groups held 
every year at official level in 
the EU Council of Ministers. 
The Council’s interpreting 
budget is 50m Euros per year, 
but that does not include the 
approximately 550 translators 
who produce official papers 
in all the EU’s languages. 
(EU Observer, 15th October 

2002) 


Fading fad 

20% of vegetarians, amounting 
to some 600,000 people, have 
started eating meat or fish 
again during the last two 
years, including (reportedly) 
celebrities like Madonna, 
Anthea Turner and Julie 
Sawalha. (Sunday Times, 3rd 
November 2002) 


Fortress Britain 
An undercover reporter 
posing as a Czech asylum- 
seeker managed to lodge an 
asylum claim within 15 
minutes of arriving in 
London, and immediately 
obtained access to housing, 
free medical care and benefits 





applicants were granted 
asylum or allowed to stay, 
compared to 17% in France, 
23% in Austria and 27% in 
Germany. (Sunday Times, 3rd 
November 2002) 


Guns before butter 
Tony Blair’s possible attack 
on Iraq may cost the country 
£15bn if it goes ahead, 
according to Ministry of 
Defence estimates. (Daily Tele- 
graph, 2nd November 2002) 


Lessons learnt 
In 1995, idealistic headmaster 
Philip Lawrence was stabbed 
to death in 1995 whilst trying 
to protect a student from 16- 
year old Filipino immigrant 
Learco Chindamo (whose 


mother had originally come | 
to the UK because she had | 


“heard that Britain has a 
good welfare state and that 
she and the children would 
be well off, even if she wasn’t 
in work”, as a relative put it 
in 1996). In October, the 
student that Mr Lawrence 
died protecting, William 


Njoh, was committed to | 


court, accused of possessing 
a gun and ammunition at the 
2002 Notting Hill Carnival. 


(Daily Telegraph, 24th October, | 


2002) 


More, Moore! 
The astronomer, Sir Patrick 
Moore, was accused of 
making “inflammatory” 
remarks for saying in a 
speech that “we are being 
swamped by people who 
come here because we are a 
soft touch...we are being 
swamped by parasites. Call 
me a racist but I would send 
them all back to where they 
came from. Everything we do 
for them takes away from 
what we can do for ourselves”. 
The National Assembly 
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said that Peterborough’s 
Labour MP Helen Clark was 
being “alarmist” for passing 
on her constituents’ views on 
the number of asylum- 
seekers in the city. Official 
figures say that there are only 
520 asylum-seekers in the 
city, but the real figure is 
nearer 3,000, according to the 
city council. Clark had also 
said that the High Court 
attempt by a family of Czech 
asylum-seekers to force 
Peterborough City Council to 
give them extra money in 
order to purchase designer 
clothing was a “travesty of 
justice”. (Peterborough Evening 
Telegraph, 1st November 2002) 


Adam faith 


Detectives investigating the 
| voodoo-style murder of the 
| African boy they have 
| dubbed “Adam”, whose 
torso was found in the 
Thames, raided a north 
London shop, after a tip-off 
that human body parts 
(which have a talismanic 
value in African tribal 
religions) were on sale. 
Although they found no 
human flesh, they did find a 
crocodile head and rat faeces, 
both ingredients used in 
ritual meals, and a large 
| quantity of unidentified flesh 
| was taken away for further 
| examination. The illegal 
| importation from Africa of 
‘bushmeat’ from _ exotic 
animals like chimpanzees is 
booming exponentially as 
expatriate African commun- 
ities grow. Detectives believe 
that the boy was killed in 
order to bring good luck to 
his killers, and that his arms, 
legs and skull have been 
retained as magical ‘trophies’. 
(Observer, 3rd November 
2002) 














Canada: Diversity or assimilation? 


Kenneth McDonald chronicles successive Canadian governments’ 





anti-Canadian policies 





| Jive 1967, most immigrants to Canada 

were independent. Immediate family 

members either came with them or were 
sent for later, all at their own expense, and the 
top five source countries were Britain, Italy, the 
USA, Germany, and Greece. They spoke, or soon 
learned, English or French, and became Canadians. 

But in 1967, utopians who held the levers of 
power in Ottawa regarded nationalism, in Pierre 
Trudeau's words, as “belonging to a transitional 
period in world history”, and were convinced that 
if Canada’s two main ethnic and linguistic groups 
were to form the “hub of a truly pluralistic state”, 
Canada “could become a brilliant prototype for 
the moulding of tomorrow’s civilization”. In 
short, Canada was to be turned into a mini-United 
Nations that would lead the way toward a 
federation of the world. 

None of this was put to the people in the 1968 
federal election, nor has it been in any federal 
election since then. Immigration policy is a non- 
topic, defended by what has become an 
immigration industry of politicians, lawyers, and 
ethno-cultural groups, ready to spring to 
microphones and fire letters to editors at the tiniest 
hint of criticism. 

The industry is driven by self-interest. Its 
members gain in income or power or both froma 
policy which has turned Canada’s traditional 
demographics on its head, and it depends for success 
on keeping the Canadian public in the dark. 

Charles M Campbell, a former vice-chairman 
of the Immigration Appeal Board, threw much 
light on the scene in his book Betrayal & Deceit - 
The Politics of Canadian Immigration. Published in 
2000 by Jasmine Books, its timeliness was 
underscored by the events of September 11 the 
following year. 

It wasn’t enough for the utopians to change 
the immigration rules without asking the people; 
they had to cement the “truly pluralistic state” in 
the Constitution’s radical Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms which, also without asking the people, 
was imposed on them in 1981 by what former 
Conservative leader Robert Stanfield called a coup 
d'etat. 

Section 27 of the Charter requires it to “be 
interpreted in a manner consistent with the 
preservation and enhancement of the multi- 
cultural heritage of Canadians”. 

To enhance is to increase. Those five leading 
source countries of 1967 were from only two of 
the world’s five areas, Europe (including the UK), 
and the USA. They alone contributed 76.5 percent 
of Canada’s immigrants. The three other world 
areas, Africa and Middle East, Asia and Pacific, 
and Latin America and Caribbean, contributed the 
remaining 23.5 percent. If Canada’s multi- 
culturalism was to be increased, that was where 
the hunt must start. 





So successful was it that within a decade those 
three other areas contributed 58.3 percent of the 
total, leaving only the remaining 41.7 percent for 
Europe (including UK) and the USA. By 1995, the 
top five source countries were Hong Kong, India, 
the Philippines, China and Sri Lanka. 

Canada’s immigration offices abroad were 
required to deal first with family class applicants, 
and secondly with refugees. Last on the list were 
the independents, but they also had to meet tough 
government criteria whereas the others were in 
effect selected by their relatives. In 1992, then 
immigration minister Bernard Valcourt said: “Last 
year we only selected 16 percent of our 
immigrants”. 





While this was going on, and heedless of the 
contradiction, Canadian governments encouraged 
the formation of ethno-cultural groups whose 
purpose was to preserve in Canada the cultures 
and lifestyles of the countries that the new 
immigrants had been so ready to leave. 

Rather than embrace Canadian culture, the 
groups preserved in Canada the habits, customs 
and often the feuds of the lands they left. 
Canadians’ inherent politeness and tolerance were 
pitted against imported grudges and enmities that 
their own government spent tax money to 
perpetuate. In 2001, 55 such groups attended an 
‘anti-racism’ conference in Durban, South Africa, 
all at our expense. 

There are 191 sovereign states in the world, and 
Canada has immigrants from all except about a 
dozen of them. No doubt that shortfall will be 
made up soon, and when it is, Section 27 of the 
Charter and its demand to enhance our multi- 
cultural heritage will have been fulfilled; job done. 

All that remains will be to withdraw 
government funding from ethno-cultural groups 
and encourage their members to start calling 
themselves Canadians, like the rest of us. OQ 
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Pierre Trudeau 
(right) and 
Fidel Castro: 
singing from 
the same 
hymn sheet? 


Kenneth McDonald 
writes from 
Toronto 
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A NEW POLITICAL 
AGE DAWNS 


Having grown accustomed to strutting 
through the corridors of power, the 
Conservative Party believed that, 
uniquely, immortality had been gifted 
upon it. Not so very long ago the 
Conservative and Liberal parties were 
the twin pillars of Britain’s political 
establishment. Locked in combat, like 
two majestic stags, they believed that it 
would be ever thus. But the early years 
of the 20th Century saw the Liberal 
party’s support crumble and flow away 
like sand through its fingers. The 
Conservative castle is built of the same 
substance. 

The Liberal Party was deposed from 
the dominant duopoly because its 


supporters deserted in droves to switch | 


to the banner of the newly-formed 
Labour Party. Once Labour were the 
dominant anti-Conservative party of the 
working man what need was there for 
the Liberal Party? This has been their 
problem ever since: they are a party that 
nobody needs! 

With an electoral system constructed 
around, and inherently sustaining, a 
two-party duel, it is now the Tories 
who, having become irrelevant, are in 
danger of suffering the Liberal’s fate. 
The recent news that there may be a 
breakaway from the Tory party to form 
a more liberal version (is that possible?) 
can only hasten this process. 

But wait a moment: if both Tories 
and Liberals are now irrelevant how 
will British politics evolve? There have, 
of course, being periods in history 
when the duopoly was shattered and a 
fragmented foe gave the governing 
party an unassailable superiority - most 
recently when the Tories were opposed 
by Labour, the Liberals and the SDP 
(remember them?) Today it is Labour 
who bask serenely, with the Tories 
grievously weakened by the LibDems, 
facing a resurgent, though splintered, 
populist right (such as UKIP and the 
BNP). Inevitably, however, and driven 
by the electoral system, a realignment 
will take place, and two main moieties 
will re-assert themselves. So what does 
the future hold? 

In order to answer that question we 
must look at the nature of the electorate. 
This can be broken down into the 
unemployed; the working man; the 
middle class professional; the wealthy 
elite; and a final, self-selecting, category 
I consider society’s detritus - the 
envious and resentful inadequates, the 
historical-inheritance-deprecating 
bleeding-heart self-flagellating liberals, 
and the bitter misandrists. 

The unemployed have traditionally 
voted Labour but have rightly become 





“How few men are strong enough to stand 
against the prevailing currents of opinion 
... Be prepared to stand up faithfully for 


Right 
blow’: 


and Truth, however the wind may 


Winston Churchill 


disillusioned with them and now tend 
not to vote. Though difficult to motivate 
they could be persuaded to vote for a 
populist party if they believed it really 
had their interests at heart and stood a 
chance of winning. 

The working man also traditionally 
voted Labour, but is socially very Right- 
wing and has been willing to switch to 
the Tories when they have offered a 
programme of economic growth and 
social conservatism. Idiotically, these 
voters are now being spurned by the 
Conservative party. This means that if 
they become unhappy with Labour they 
too can only go toa Right-wing populist 
party. 

The middle classes are too effete and 
easily intimidated by the prospect of 
losing their jobs and their status among 
their peers to deviate from the politically- 
correct line of least resistance. Currently 
split between Labour and the Tories 
they will soon abandon Labour as it 
taxes them ever more and will split 
between the Tories and LibDems, but 
some may also be tempted by a non- 
controversial populist party such as 
UKIP if it articulated their social 
concerns and was seen to be successful. 

The wealthy elite are only interested 
in money and power, and will remain 
with Labour as long as they are in 
office. As for the detritus, they too will 


always support Labour as they know it 
is the party which is most in tune with 
their degenerate frame of mind and will 
buy their votes most generously. 

While a split in the Tory party might 
result in the LibDems replacing them 
as the major opposition party, this can 
only be a temporary situation, as there 
is insufficient difference between 
Labour and the LibDems for these to 
form a stable duopoly. The eventual 
outcome is, inevitably, the growth of 
the populist Right. A year ago I wrote: 
“Isn't it ironic that, by trying to root out 
all decent patriotic nationalists from the 
Tory party IDS is, in fact, turning out to 
be the BNP’s most effective recruiting 
sergeant? And isn’t it amusing that he 
should be too dim to realise it?” 

Recently The Times reported: 
“Labour fears that a Tory collapse will 
create a vacuum in which the populist 
nationalism of Europe’s new Right 
could flourish”. This is already 
beginning. The BNP is establishing a 
solid presence at local level in the 
North-West, and UKIP, which won 
three seats at the last Euro-elections, has 
finally accepted that it has to stop 
hiding behind the sofa each time 
immigration is discussed and adopt a 
firm policy on this issue. Immigration 
is, in fact, the defining issue which will 
lead to the realignment of British 
politics. 


RECORD LEVELS OF 
IMMIGRATION 


Every month seems to bring news of 
new record levels of immigration and 
asylum-seekers. In 2001 almost 240,000 
immigrants came to live in Britain: this 
does not take into account all those 
visitors, students and illegal entrants 
who have quietly stayed and gone to 
ground; it is unlikely that, in all, there 
are much less than 100,000 of these a 
year. In view of the increase in asylum- 
seekers last year the number openly 
applying to live here in 2002 was 
certainly over a quarter of a million. 
There is nothing ‘racist’ in saying that 
these numbers are simply unsupportable. 
A journalist in the Times recently 
reported: “The Treasury claimed that 
mass immigration is an economic boon, 
but one Treasury migration expert 
admitted to me that it could never 
conclude anything that could be used 
to justify racial hatred. Government 
claims are more weapons against racism 
than a reflection of reality”. 

Contrary to the government's 
pretence that immigrants benefit 
society, the truth is that all our main 
problems - over-burdened health service, 
overcrowded classrooms, housing 
shortages, congested transport systems 
and increased violent crime - all stem, 
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partly or wholly, from immigration. In 
2001 the cost of asylum-seekers alone 
(not counting all the other immigrants) 
was over £1.8 billion - and even this 
doesn’t take into account their huge 
healthcare costs. 

Principled objection to immigration 
is based not on any personal dislike of 
the immigrants but on the problems 
they create. Consider the NHS. TB and 
HIV numbers are at record levels, due 
to immigration. TB levels in London 
have risen by over 80% in the last ten 
years; most of those afflicted are 
immigrants who brought it with them, 
and who presumably passed it to the 
rest. As for HIV, the Times recently 
revealed that the reason this has 
increased to record levels “is because 
the Government has embarked on a 
programme of mass immigration from 
countries devastated by HIV, without 
insisting on HIV tests for immigrants. 
Last year, Britain imported more than 
2,000 HIV-positive immigrants, double 
the number two years ago, and four 
times the number five years ago. 
Almost all were from Africa. This is 
draining the resources of the NHS. Each 
of these people requires treatment 
costing £10,000 a year. If they live for 
30 years on average, the total NHS bill 
for last year’s immigration alone will be 
£600 million. Even if immigration just 
stays at this level, the NHS will over the 
next decade import a total HIV bill of 
£6 billion”. Instead of contesting the 
facts the government has resorted to 
desperate abuse, accusing the Times 
journalist of “bordering on fascism”. 

But what else could you expect from 
a government whose record on 
immigration is nothing but failure and 
deceit? The numbers arriving are at 
record levels and the manifesto target 
of deporting 30,000 bogus asylum- 
seekers has been abandoned. Although 
no precise figures are available, one 
journalist commented in the Sunday 
Times that this failure to deport bogus 
asylum-seekers alone means that there 
are around “97,500 people who were 
refused permission to stay, but who are 
still here, in one year alone. That is 
almost the size of the British Army”. 

Where will the political opposition 
to Labour’s immigration policy come 
from? Certainly not the Tories. The 
Times reported recently that the Tories 
were avoiding talking about either 
Europe or asylum-seekers. “The party 
leadership is convinced that if it is to 
shed its ‘nasty’ image, it cannot afford 
to be seen ‘banging on’ about immigrants”. 
This is despite the fact that “The issue 
is extraordinarily potent with voters 
and it is a subject of major public policy 
concern. The Government's policy is in 
chaos and it has run out of ideas”. 


It is said that you are either part of 
the solution or you are part of the 
problem. When it comes to immigration, 
the Tories are clearly not the solution, 
and anyone voting for them is therefore 
merely fuelling the problem. | 
mentioned earlier that UKIP have 
decided to adopt a policy on this issue, 
and their new leader, Roger Knapman, 
has asked members for their views. This 
is a welcome move, if it is genuine and 
UKIP has the courage to adopt effective 
policies, rather than a smokescreen to 
fool and appease their members. 

So what are the minimum acceptable 
policies UKIP should adopt? A good 
start would be to accept the policy 
passed by a two-thirds majority at their 
last conference, which was to refuse 
asylum applications from anyone who 
had passed through a safe third country. 
This should mean any EU country, and 
would be similar to the policy adopted 
by Germany in 1993 and which led to 
asylum applications falling by 80%. 
Secondly, UKIP needs to pledge that all 
those who enter or remain illegally in 
Britain will be sought out and 
deported, with no exceptions such as 
‘exceptional leave to remain’ or 
‘humanitarian protection’. We should 
also deport any foreign-born person 
who, having been given permission to 
stay in Britain, later commits a crime. 
Thirdly, all those entering should be 
screened for HIV (as happens in the US, 
Australia, Canada, etc) and those 
carrying the disease refused entry. 
Fourthly, there should be no appeal 
against decisions by immigration 
officers: the annual legal cost of asylum 
cases is almost £600 million. Fifthly, 
only British citizens should be entitled 
to benefits of any kind. Finally, any 
company employing a person who has 
no right to be in Britain should be fined 
£10,000 a time. 

If these policies are adopted then 
UKIP can finally be part of the solution 
to Britain’s problems, but we should 
not accept anything less. 


THE RAPE OF 
JUSTICE 


Rape is a very emotive word - 
deliberately made that way by the 
feminist lobby. Rape by a stranger in a 
dark alley is undoubtedly a frightening 
and horrible experience, but what about 
rape, when carried out however by a 
boyfriend with whom one has previously 
had consensual sex? In such circum- 
stances rape is clearly significantly less 
serious or traumatic. 

Feminists, however, rage at such 
sentiments and their lobbying has 
persuaded the Lord Chief Justice to 
declare that all rapes are equally 
serious. No wonder so many rape cases 


are thrown out by the ordinary men and 
women who sit on juries, and whose 
decisions are governed by common- 
sense rather than dogma. I have often 
pointed out that the statistics show that 
9 out of 10 allegations of rape are lies, 
and have, for my pains, been accused 
of misogyny. As the Sunday Times 
columnist Minette Marrin recently 
pointed out however: “We hear endless 
complaints about misogyny, but 
actually misandry rules”. On the issue 
of rape, she points out that the Home 
Secretary’s obsession with convicting 
more men of rape has led him to put 
forward proposals to change the law 
which will harm, not improve, justice: 
“so great has been his determination to 
convict more date rapists, presumably 
to please our powerful feminist lobby, 
that he is prepared to violate two of the 
most sacred principles of English 
criminal law: the burden of proof and the 
presumption of innocence. So powerful 
is our public obsession with rape that 
most critics have said very little about 
Blunkett’s rape of justice”. 

While feminists want more innocent 
men convicted of rape, they want more 
guilty women acquitted of murder. In 
recent years a number of women who 
killed their husbands got off by claiming 
that they had suffered ‘domestic violence 
and abuse’. If true one might have 
thought that they would do the obvious 
thing and leave, but instead feminist 
lobby groups have persuaded the 
courts that killing their husbands is a 
better option. 

In the Times the writer Dea Birkett 
wrote “Soon, women will be able to get 
away with murder. It cannot be right 
that our legal system is being used as a 
weapon in the war between the sexes”. 

The courts have been persuaded by 
feminists that ‘cumulative provocation’ 
can justify women killing men in a pre- 
meditated and cold-blooded act even if 
there was no provocation at the time. 
The courts no longer treat men and 
women as individuals, but as represent- 
atives of what they perceive as the 
‘oppressor’ and the ‘oppressed’ sexes. 

As Birkett points out however, “the 
courts are not the place to redress 
centuries of women’s oppression. If this 
were the purpose of our legal system, 
any Muslim killing any Christian 
would be committing mere man- 
slaughter because of the atrocities of the 
Crusades. A black burglar could be 
defended on the basis that he was 
redressing the sins of slavery. Such 
arguments would be, rightly, laughed 
out of court”. Only men, it seems, can 
be killed with impunity, and that is no 
laughing matter. Oo 


John Bull can be contacted at 
johnbull@englandmail.com 
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The Politics of the Forked 
Tongue — Authoritarian 
Liberalism 


Aidan Rankin, New European 
Publications, London, 2002, 
155pps, pb , £12.95 


Reviewed by Stuart Millson 


How can one describe Dr Aidan Rankin? 
Publican of the “Academic Inn”, 
convener of the “League of Real 
Nations”, LSE academic, patriot of the 
Right, yet internationalist and upholder 
of the old-Left co-operative tradition — 
Rankin is so many people and ideas 
rolled into one. A regular writer for the 


Salisbury Review (and this august 4 
publication!), the Spectator, the ey 


national press and a host of other 
journals, the author is a man passionate 
about his ideas, and for the ideas and 
points of view of others. And here lies 
the key to understanding his book, a 
clever, well-aimed, tearing-to-shreds of 
modern liberalism. Yet before more 
authoritarian readers rush out to 
Politico’s bookshop to buy a thunderous, 
ritual denunciation of all things liberal, 
they should pause... 

Aidan Rankin (as he tells us in his 
first chapter) set out one evening to a 
dinner party in deepest Islington. A 
believer in the established traditions of 
English liberty, free thought and free 
speech, our author was the very 
embodiment of the true, homegrown, 
civilised, live-and-let-live liberal way — 
and he continues to be so. Yet the dinner 
party proved to be a watershed, for there 
he was confronted by what is described 
as a‘mutation’ of liberalism, the extreme 
political correctness of an American 
academic, convinced (like some sort of 
religious zealot) of the need to ban 
gentlemen’s clubs, to eradicate the 
differences between sexes, to co-opt 
everyone to the cause of anti-this and 
anti-that, until no-one would be left to 
stand in the way of the new, 
authoritarian creed. This rather 
frightening and depressing experience 
with a man so convinced of his own 
rectitude and ideological infallibility 
prompted Rankin into a fundamental 
rethink of what liberalism is (or should 
be) about. 

Nailing those liberal demons to the 
page, Rankin takes us through the 
perplexing patterns of the new 
orthodoxy — through a totalitarian 
world in which militant group rights 
have replaced the rights of individuals 
to make their own choices; a society in 
which people (without even thinking 
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“Reading maketh a full man” _ “Bacon 


about it — and in private conversation 
to friends!) feel the need to correct 
themselves for making perfectly 
ordinary, everyday statements. What 
sort of ‘liberalism’ is it that makes asking 
for a black coffee, or preferring the 
sacrifice of motherhood to the life of a 
single career girl, near-criminal 
offences? And how has every public 
body, church or learned institution 
internalised the drab, unthinking, 
robotic language of ‘rights’, 
unisexualism, militant feminism, and 
even gay separatism — each ‘ism’ 
representing a blow to the idea of a 
cohesive, tolerant, kind and truly civil 
society? Rankin gets to grips with issues 
which now seem beyond the pale, the 
sort of thing which no politician, 
broadcaster or ‘average man in the 
street’ can now discuss freely. By taking 
this position, he strikes a blow for 
freedom, as even the framing of a mildly 
critical question is a heresy in itself in 
the eyes of the appointees, commissars 
and quangocrats who have, today, 
almost eclipsed democratically-elected 
politicians and institutions. 

In our unthinking age, to criticise 
feminism is to hate women, to laugh at 
the anomalies and unfairness of 
‘multiculturalism’ is to be a ‘racist’, and 
so on. Yet the Rankin rapier cuts these 
self-evident idiocies down to size. Could 
it actually be (horror of horrors) that the 
‘sisters’ of contemporary feminism have 





more in common than they would 
suppose with the masculine Nazis of 
their imagination? Here is the author on 
top form: 

“Feminist ideology shares National 
Socialism’s ambivalence about 
modernity and nature. At one level, 
feminists revere technology and mass 
society: the former because it encourages 
women into the workplace (and 
contributes to male unemployment), the 
latter because it undermines tradition 
and convention.... Feminism resembles 
fascism in that it combines a contempt 
for the individual and hatred of 
tradition, inherited from _ the 
revolutionary Left, with mystical 
irrationalism and sentimentality. The 
popularity of feminist clichés amongst 
Western ‘progressives’ testifies to the 
intellectual impoverishment and 
paralysis of will on the Left”. 

If Rankin makes uncomfortable 
comparisons between feminism and the 
fascism of the Right, he also excoriates 
the fascism of the Left: “Feminism, 
especially when expressed through 
unisexist programmes, has much in 
common with dogmatic socialism. It is 
based on an abstract vision of women, 
and of men, which denies both 
individual choice and individuality 
itself. It attempts, with disastrous results, 
to transform human nature through the 
force of the state. Just as state socialism 
repudiates ‘bourgeois’ class distinctions, 
feminism denies the value of differences 
between the sexes, except where those 
differences can be used to feminist 
advantage”. 

Bright, crystal-clear, flowing, 
faultlessly logical, compelling, original 
and often sardonic, Rankin emerges as 
one of the foremost intellectuals now 
challenging the tired old labels and 
clichés of our spluttering, failing political 
system and civic life. This is not just a 
political textbook, but a story about 
politics — about the closing of the 
Western mind and the hijacking of a lazy 
society by a mendacious political elite. 
And it is the twisting of liberalism, the 
emergence of “forked tongue politics” 
and its enforcement by various snakes 
that is the day-to-day reality of the 
experiment. 

Thanks to one courageous author 
and one remarkable book, we are now 
armed and ready for a direct ideological 
assault upon these serpents. O 


Stuart Millson writes from Kent 


READER OFFER: The Politics of the 
Forked Tongue is available to Right Now! 
readers for £9.00, inc p&p, from New 
European Publications, 14-16 Carroun 
Road, London SW8 1JT 
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Platform 


Michel Houellebecq, Heinemann, 
London, 2002, 362pps, hb, £12.99 
Reviewed by Michael Hoey 

This is a compelling and highly topical 
novel. It says something about the times 
we live in that the author was recently 
arraigned in Paris on charges of inciting 
religious hatred and acquitted with 
scant support from ‘anti-censorship’ 
liberals. 

In fact, the comments on Islam are a 
very minor component of this book’s 
plot, which is woven around the life of 
a nihilistic junior civil servant in the 
French Ministry of Culture. Our hero 
Michel seeks solace on a package tour 
in the fleshpots of Thailand, at the end 
of which he effortlessly starts an affair 
with Valerie, a young and highflying 
executive in the travel industry. There 
follows a whirlwind and highly physical 
romance, the tenderness of which gives 
Michel at last some sense of meaning 
and beauty. In their shared reflections 
Michel and Valerie come up with a 
formula for a new brand of package 
tourism based openly on commercial 
sex. 

The theory is that Westerners are too 
stressed and alienated to take pleasure 
in sex any more, whereas it is the one 
commodity which the corrupt and 
impoverished Third World can offer in 
abundance. Of course the formula is a 
runaway success but not without a cost: 
not only is the new package tour 
phenomenon the butt of high-minded 
liberal disdain. It also provokes the ire 
of Islamic fanatics, Muslim men being 
one category who are denied the 
paradisiacal pleasures on offer. A vicious 
bomb attack on a remote resort in 
Thailand brings Michel’s dream to an 
end, as well as eerily foreshadowing the 
Bali outrage. 

Platform is an artfully constructed 
and highly cinematic novel. It cleverly 
brings together a number of contemporary 
themes without offering any easy 
answers on either a personal or political 
level. The three main characters all lead 
comfortable lives materially speaking, 
but theirs is a constant battle for survival 
- compulsive workaholism is one way 
of coping with their friendless and 
fearful lives. In their personal universes, 
concerns for honesty and duty have long 
since been eclipsed by an ethic of 
personal gratification above all else. 
Furthermore, none have any practical 
skills to speak of. Like most urbanites 
they casually consume all manner of 
food and gadgets whose production is a 
complete mystery. Their families are 


cheerless and dysfunctional. The travel 
company’s office is in an inner city area 
where crime is out of control and 
ugliness reigns; one of Valerie’s 
colleagues is savagely raped on the 
Metro by a group of young black thugs 
and most of the inhabitants dream of 
escaping to the provinces. 
Houellebecq’s book translates well, 
though I personally found some of the 
eroticism too over-the-top to be credible. 
It raises disturbing questions about the 
quality of life now on offer to the most 
‘successful’ in our cities and about 
the unintended consequences of 
multiculturalism in a world where 
monotheistic religion can easily become 
a force for hatred. 1) 


Michael Hoey writes from London 


Subjects of the Queen 


Roy Kerridge, Duckworth, London, 
2002, 192pps, hb, £16 


Reviewed by Anthony Cooney 


Set during the first wave of West Indian 
immigration to Britain and largely in 
Notting Hill, Subjects of the Queen depicts 
the lives of various Africans, West 
Indians, petty criminals and hippies. It 
is a depiction which the liberalist 
Establishment will not like. 

Disappointment with Britain, a sub- 
culture of illegal rum parties, drug 
dealing, pimping, flawed social workers 
and unbelievable male violence create 
an ethos in which it is the women and 
children who suffer. The author’s 
sympathies plainly lie with West Indians 
and Africans, as the very title and 
opening sentence of the book suggests. 
Nevertheless he is not afraid to face and 
tell the truth. 

The novel is partly autobiographical, 
based on people Kerridge knew in his 
youth and upon real events. There is 
perhaps a tendency to present the ne’er 
do wells as ‘lovable rogues’, when they 
are clearly unlovable and villainous - the 
only decent, hard-working and gentle 
man being Joshua Otway, who is based 
upon Roy Kerridge’s own West Indian 
step-father, with a minor character, 
“Slim”, as runner up. 

The story opens with the arrival at 
Victoria station of an immigrant train. 
Among the passengers is the illiterate 
Priscilla Blackman, a Trinidadian, and 
her three children. She has, her journey 
financed by her sister, come to join her 
‘common law’ husband, Frederick 
Blackman, whom she naively believes 
will be surprised and delighted to see 
her. She is waylaid by the chief villain 
of the piece, Emmanuel Davis, from 
Sierra Leone. “Excuse me, madam”, he 
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begins, “but you seem in difficulties. I 
represent LAPFIT - The League for 
African People’s Freedom”. Davis 
relieves the bewildered Priscilla of five 
shillings ‘membership’ fee. He produces 
a map of the London Underground, 
obtained free from the information 
office, telling her “The white people do 
not like us coloured people to obtain 
these maps, but I can let you have one 
for only one pound”. By coincidence, 
Davis knows Frederick Blackman, 
whom he has appointed “President” of 
LAPFIT, and who consequently is his 
loyal acolyte. Davis moves in on the re- 
united couple as a non-paying ‘uncle’ 
who expects food, laundry and service. 

Priscilla’s and the children’s lives of 
misery, hunger and beating begin here, 
to end only with her tragic death. If you 
think that Davis and Blackman get their 
just deserts (their crimes include the 
manslaughter of a well-bred, innocent 
black girl) at the end of the story, you 
are mistaken. You have not considered 
the social workers’ conviction that 
‘ethnic’ people can do no wrong, and even 
if they could it is better not to investigate 
too closely for terror of being branded 
‘racist’. 

Social workers are one of the author’s 
pet hates and are epitomized in Mrs 
Brimmer - “Her view of society took 
small account of individuals, as she 
vaguely believed ‘society’ to be tangible, 
a kind of monstrous being, with scientists 
for keepers”...”Ann telephoned Mrs. 
Brimmer for help, but it was soon clear 
that she would receive more hindrance 
than help from that quarter. Mrs 
Brimmer was incredulous that anyone 
should wish to go against a welfare 
decision and annoyed that anyone 
should cast doubt on Frederick’s moral 
character. Whereas, Mrs Brimmer and 
her sort believed that there was no right 
or wrong, only social utility, and that 
people were pawns of the laws of 
society. Except of course, people like Mrs 
Brimmer who understood these laws. 
This kind of tortuous reasoning was by 
now second nature to her. At the same 
time, a Race Relations Board was 
created. Mrs Brimmer left the Child Care 
service forever to become an official 
advisor to a newly-created race 
committee at five times her former 
salary. Now she need no longer 
transport hapless children from here to 
there, but could drink coffee and plan 
holidays uninterruptedly.” 

Another of the author's dislikes are 
hippies. Stuart, the white anti-hero of 
the book, hangs around the fringes of 
hippydom: “Stuart felt nervous, for he 
had never really liked coloured people. 

Continued overleaf > 
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They had been a great disappointment 
to him from the start, when he had 
purposely eavesdropped on their 
conversations. Far from being riot-crazy 
drug peddlers, they turned out to be 
cricket-playing bus conductors. This was 
very ignominious” Their [the hippies’] 
eyes blazed with arrogant fanaticism 
like old pictures of French 
Revolutionaries. It was almost as if 
perverse, godless and tortuous ideas 
which grow originally in the mind had 
gained such power as to actually change 

the physical appearance of the body”. 
The author is an established freelance 
author, journalist and cartoonist and has 
had nine books published on his travels, 
adventures and discoveries. He appears 
regularly in such journals as the Spectator 
and the Sunday Times, not to mention the 
Liverpool Newsletter. His first published 
novel was Druid Madonna (1983, 
Brynmill Press). Subjects of the Queen is 
his second novel, and is well worth 
buying and reading. O 
Anthony Cooney is editor of the 
Liverpool Newsletter 


Population, Resources, 
and the Quality of Life 


James P Duguid CBE, Population 
Policy Press, Pontyclun, 2002, iv + 77 
pps, pb, £5.00 


Reviewed by David Ashton 


Are too many human beings coming 
into the world, and too many coming to 
live on this particucular island? Or are 
these questions like asking how long is 
a piece of string? 

Well, in this masterly digest and 
analysis of information an eminent 
Dundee University biologist relates 
them specifically to a long list of social, 
economic and environmetal criteria, 
thereby effectively countering compla- 
cency and especially the ‘immigration 
advice’ designed to accelerate and per- 
petuate an increased influx of foreign 
populations into already overcrowded 
Britain. 

Professor Duguid neatly demolishes 
current demands for importing a 
‘younger workforce’ or further relaxing 
‘asylum policy’. He explains, inter alia, 
how such unnecessary net immigration 
over the next 15 years could impose a 
million extra dwellings on mainly green- 
field or agricultural sites. Urban density 
is a factor in disease (recrudescent TB, 
for example) and crime is aggravated by 
the lack of kinship cohesion resulting 
from large, shifting and unassimilated 
populations. This reviewer would 


draw additional attention to the ‘trade 
routes’ for drugs, terrorism and sexual 
slavery. 

The latest documented trends in 
legal and illegal immigration, plus com- 
parative birthrates, suggest that white 
natives could soon be a minority in 
London, Birmingham and Leicester, 
and before the end of this century in 
England itself. Some officials seem to 
welcome this as a “solution to the al- 
leged problem of white racism but most 
Britons do not.” 

This expert does not mince matters: 
immigration into our Western world in 
cultural and statistical reality constitutes 
“a progressive replacement of the indig- 
enous people and a take-over of their 
lands”, with Muslims presently in the 
lead. Is it ‘xenophobia’ for the Native 
Europeans to object to this outcome? 

Should the movements from Afro- 
Asian regions increase until their numbers 
reduce the quality of life in recipient 
countries to the levels of poverty, re- 
source competition and ethnic conflict 
in their previous lands, and ultimately 
the original peoples of the fomerly suc- 
cessful developed societies virtually dis- 
appear as a species? Could the forthcom- 
ing criminal offence of ‘racism’ prohibit 
even this sort of question? 

Some readers may disagree with Dr 
Duguid over a few recommendations 
that touch on foreign aid or native abor- 
tion, but we should all be grateful for 
his constructive approach towards issues 
of border control, differential fertility, 
social stability, national coexistence and 
ecological self-reliance. 


CONSERVATIVE 


DEMOCRATIC ALLIANCE 


Separate addenda discuss latest pre- 
dictions of global bio-capacity, birth- 
rate changes in particular countries and 
the research godsend of Migrationwatch 
UK (PO Box 33243, London SWIV 3F)). 
The bibliography runs to seven pages. 

This uniquely useful handbook details 
the essential facts, figures and forensics 
on matters of deep concern to our read- 
ers. It is clear, concise and candid. It is 
strongly recommended for communica- 
tion with the media, opinion-fomers, 
local councillors and the ecclesiastical 
fifth-column. Whenever and wherever 
genuine discourse and public debate are 
possible, it is, in short, indispensible. 

Get you copy now! And send one 
free to your MP, preferably requesting 
a follow-up visit to his surgery. O 


David Ashton writes from Norfolk 


The Case Against the 
Democratic State 


by Prof. Gordon Graham F.R.S.E. 
This book argues against the lazy as- 
sumption that ‘democracy’ legitimizes 
the relentless growth of the Leviathan 
state, claiming that it serves to mask 
the gross imbalance of power with the 
illusion of popular sovereignty. The au- 


thor is professor of moral philosophy 
at the University of Aberdeen. 96pp., 
pb, £8.95. 

Order (free p&p) from: 
Imprint Academic, PO Box 200, Exeter, 
EX5 5YX, UK. —- Visa/MC/Amex. 
Tel: 01392 841600 Fax: 841478 
Reviews & other titles: 
www.imprint.co.uk 
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“THE REAL CONSERVATIVES”! 


* Are you demoralised by the lacklustre failures of the “Conservative” 


leadership? 


* Are you embarrassed that the party endorses “social liberalism” and 


Guardian ideas in YOUR name? 


* Are you appalled that Central Office is prepared to waste valuable money 


on internal witch-hunts and pointless legal actions against its own patriotic 
members? 


If so, the CDA is for you. We back withdrawal from the EU; a halt to mass- 
immigration; an end to so-called social liberalism; and defence of the 
countryside. Why not become a registered supporter for just £10 per year? 


Our rally at the Conservative Conference was a tremendous success, and 
we are maintaining the momentum at our own Spring Congress on Saturday 


22nd March, 2003 in Central London. 


Full details from our Head Office Staff. Contact us at: BCM Box 9045, 
London WCIN 3XxX, or visit our popular website at: 


http://conservativedemocrats.20m.com 


The party belongs to the members, not Central Office careerists. 








24 





Right Now! January/February 2003 








The unacceptable face of conservatism 








~ n 2001, lain Duncan Smith was elected to lead 

| the Conservative Party on his reputation as a 
.!.Maastricht rebel and his opposition to the Euro 
for all time. Yet as soon as he became leader, 
Conservatives Against a Federal Europe went into 
‘voluntary’ suspension. Members became disappointed 
by their party’s near-silence on Europe. Then, in 
December 2002, he complained that EU enlargement 
was taking too long! 

Some have commented that discipline is being 
very selectively applied. The Monday Club is 
hardly the political force of old, yet IDS and his 
aides over-reacted in distancing the party from it 
and forcing MPs to leave. However, pro-Euro and 
federalist groups are given free rein. For instance, 
Robert Jackson MP voted for the integrationist 
Treaty of Nice against his party’s policy without 
any public sanction, and Richard Balfe MEP was 
welcomed into the party in spite of being solidly 
pro-Euro. 

IDS’s Shadow Attorney-General, Bill Cash MP, 
runs a periodical, the European Journal. Patriotic 
Conservatives were appalled at an article from 
Struan Stevenson MEP in the June/July 2002 issue: 

“At present these [Britain’s economic interests] 
are incompatible with the euro, harmonised taxes; 
European control of financial regulation, labour 
markets and pensions; and the creation of a Federal 
superstate”. [Emphasis added. But why only ‘at 
present’ ?] 

And on the disastrous Common Agricultural 
Policy: “...on balance, it is probably still in the 
interest of Britain to support it”. He crows candidly: 
“Without Conservative co-operation, the CAP 
would have long ago fallen apart”. IDS is yet to 
make Stevenson apologise for any ‘offence’ caused 
to hard pressed farmers. 


Part of a pan-European party? 

IDS has admitted that he can’t see circumstances 
in which he’d want to pull out of the EU’. He is 
effectively committed to a ‘Europe’ that is more 
deeply federalist than the Maastricht Europe he 
once voted against. Retaining membership means 
accepting the European Court's interpretation of 
our obligations, and it has already judged that 
powers transferred to ‘Community’ (ie EU) level, 
cannot return to national governments (“acquis 
communautaire”). 

Although Conservatives have spoken out 
against using taxpayers’ money to fund “trans- 
national political parties” *, it is ironic to note that 
Maastricht decided: “Political parties at European 
level are important as a factor for integration within 
the Union. They contribute to forming a European 
awareness and to expressing the political will of 
the citizens of the Union”. * 

The current ‘Europe of Nice’ is setting up rules 
for such parties. Conservatives may know that their 
MEPs sit with a group in the European Parliament 
(EPP-ED) but not that their Party is affiliated to a 
moribund centre-Right forum (EDU). Officials try 
to assure that the party distances itself from a pan- 


examines IDS’s ‘Euroscepticism’, and finds it wanting 





European political party (the European People’s Party 
- EPP). However, in reality the EDU is gradually 
merging into the federalist EPP, with the blessing of 
IDS’s predecessor, William Hague’. EPP Secretary 
General Klaus Welle remarked “All the signs 
suggest... that the Conservatives... are not just in 
favour of the existing alliance, but are even trying to 
deepen it”. 

In 2001, EPP-EDU Joint Working Groups were 
set up. A Foreign & Security Policy Group, co- 
chaired by Francis Maude MP, was given the task of 
developing Europe’s defence identity. A European 
Policy Group works on a joint approach to 
developing the EU and ‘co-ordination’ of EPP-EDU 
parties internationally. Its co-chairman, Wolfgang 
Schauble, referred to national sovereignty as “an 
empty shell’”®. 

IDS’s behaviour is again confusing for a 
‘sceptic’. In December 2001 an EPP summit in 
Belgium saw federalists declare for “a close and 
federal EU” and that it was ‘their duty’ to give it a 
constitution. (If IDS did not agree, why did he 
attend?) 

After tensions in the ranks of the more ‘sceptical’ 

Conservative MEPs, IDS had sought guarantees 
that the federalist-dominated EPP-ED group would 
not spend Conservative funds on Europhile causes 
while giving official recognition to Eurosceptic 
views, but this was rejected by EPP-ED leader 
Hans-Gert Poettering’. Far from proscribing EPP- 
ED, in June, IDS effectively co-hosted two 
Edinburgh ‘Study Days’ for it. Or as the official 
Conservative Party website put it: “European 
‘Conservative’ parties meet in major policy 
summit”! The website also has a quote: “Only 
Conservative MEPs can be trusted to promote 
Britain’s national interest in Europe” - Jonathan 
Evans, the MEPs’ new leader. Christopher Booker 
saw it differently - slating Evans for proposing 
legislation giving the European Commission 
powers to direct national civil servants.® 
Europeanising party policy? 
Grassroots Conservatives should note that the EPP- 
EDU tie-up committed member parties to “develop 
together their political programmes on domestic, 
European and international issues...”’. 

In a quote which he may come to regret, IDS 
praised a new EPP-ED think tank, European Ideas 
Network (EIN) for offering “new answers” and 
“best practice” from Europe to problems with 
public services.'” EIN also enjoys the support of 
federalists like Angela Merkel, German CDU 
chairman, who saw it as furthering European 
integration. 

This summer’s conference was shorter of ideas 
on core public services than on other topics. For 
instance, on defence: (“we are moving from nation 
states to member states... the traditional NATO is 
therefore finished”). It also recommended “convincing 
electorates” over “defence rationalization”. 

The EPP-Conservative Party relationship is up 
for review in June. Oo 





“IDS is 
effectively 
committed to 
a ‘Europe’ 
that is more 
deeply 
federalist than 
the Maastricht 
Europe he 
once voted 
against” 
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Sin 

Why is there all this anger 
over the 1,200 refugees that 
are to be allowed into 
Britain on a four year work 
permit? 

Surely this is the 
opportunity to monitor the 
economic benefit that they 
bring to the community and 
prove all those ‘doubting 
Thomases’ wrong. 

We need to show that 
they give more than they 
receive. To prove this we 
should monitor the 
following. On the cost side: 
the cost of smart hotels and 
housing and the free food 
and the £10 pocket money; 
the cost of those employment 
agencies involved in 
finding them work; the costs 
of the free driving lessons, 
English lessons and job 
training that many receive. 
Since they will immediately 
be eligible for full state 
benefit entitlement we must 
record the cost of any such 
social security benefits they 
may receive; the costs of 
any lawyers (and we know 
how expensive they are) they 
employ to claim compensation 
if they do not like the area 
that they have been sent to; 
the costs of visits to our 
medical and NHS facilities 
and the extended waiting 
lists; the cost of the health 
checks that will be required 
to screen for HIV/Aids and 
tuberculosis. 

In the name of law and 
order, we could again prove 
the doubters wrong by 
showing that none of the 
1,200 have committed any 
serious offence/crime in the 
past four years. We must of 
course closely monitor the 
numbers of people wishing 
to join the 1,200 claiming to 
be relatives or dependants, 
since the majority of the 
1,200 are single males. Any 
costs associated with these 
should also be brought into 
the equation. 

However, now let us look 
at the positive side. The 
1200 will all pay tax and NI 
unless they decide to join 
the ‘black economy’. On 
their low wages in hotels 
and catering and the like 
this will be a valuable 
contribution to the Treasury 





“Tt is by benefit of letters that 


absent friends are, in a manner, 4& 


brought together.” 


Write to: The Editor, Right NOW! 
PO Box 2085, London, W1A 5SX 
or E-mail: rightnow@compuserve.com 
The Editor regrets that he cannot answer all correspondence 


and Gordon Brown’s ‘black 
hole’. They will send money 
home to their relatives in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, so 
benefiting their relations 
but not our balance of 
payments deficit. 

I would expect a six 
monthly report on progress 
to show how well the 1,200 
are progressing against 
these yardsticks. So I trust 
that I have made the case 
that immigrants are of great 
economic benefit to Britain. 

Clark Cross, Linlithgow 
(a ‘doubting Thomas’) 


Sin; 

The public silence and the 
private reality in education 
are wicked. Last term my 
colleague at a girls’ 
secondary school in 
Southampton was kicked 
and punched to the floor by 
a pupil. The following day 
we had a training day and 
the subject was behaviour 
management. The Head 
asked us not to let the attack 
dominate the day! We sat 
for a whole morning while 
some idiotic lecturer hired 
by the school suggested we 
might be teaching a future 
Mother Theresa. When I 
asked him in the coffee 
break about coping with a 
future Saddam Hussein in 
the classroom, he turned 
away and refused to speak 
to me. 

I spoke at the 
Conservative conference 
about violence in the 
classroom and got a 
standing ovation and lots of 
headlines. The headmistress 
tried to get me the sack. 

When I mentioned the 
problem of pupil behaviour 
to our local education 








officer I was sent a 
solicitor’s letter forbidding 
me to mention it again. 

I learnt this week quite 
by chance that two pupils 
(year 11) were caught by my 
colleague and a number of 
other staff having oral sex in 
the staffroom. 

The pupils were allowed 
back into school the 
following day. As I said at 
the conference the liberal 
agenda of inclusion has 
resulted in the exclusion of 
the teacher. We are 
forbidden to talk about it. 
We are walking out in 
droves instead. 

Frances Howard 
Salisbury, Wiltshire 


Sir, 

The more ground the 
Conservatives surrender the 
less likely they will be to 
ever see power again and 
the closer they get to 
disintegration. I am a great 
believer in change but not 
in change for change’s sake. 
And business management 
techniques do not always 
work for political parties (or 
voluntary organisations, the 
military, etc). You replace 
what does not work and 
you leave what does. 
Destroy continuity and you 
destroy the very essence of 
your organisation and raison 
d’etre. 

Many modernisers in the 
Conservative Party seem to 
believe in the ‘emperor's 
new clothes’. They cannot 
see the clothes themselves 
but it seems everyone else 
can, so they should follow 
suit. The Conservative Party 
(like the other main parties) 
does not seem to be in 
touch with ordinary people 
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any more. They believe that 
people have ‘moved on’. 
The reality is that it is the 
chattering classes and 
socialites who have moved 
on (sometimes by 
themselves). The rest of us 
are still here. No-one I have 
asked believes in gay 
adoption, despite all the 
media hype on the subject. 
Many, perhaps most, 
people still believe that 
homosexual adoption is 
contrary to all forms of 
Christian morality. 

It is not a matter of 
toleration or understanding 
(with which I have no 
problem). Accepting 
homosexual adoptions 
involves accepting that 
male and female 
relationships are not the 
most important basis of 
family life. The acceptance 
of homosexuals as equal 
parents now means they 
join single people in 
helping to destroy the 
concept of the male-female 
nuclear family. Common 
sense should tell us this 
would lead eventually to 
further fragmentation of 
society and the civilised 
values that we depend on 
for our very survival. 

The Conservatives lose 
elections because of 
economic policies - nothing 
more. The Party needs to 
concentrate on its traditional 
values and reform its 
economic policies to make 
itself more electable. 

J Dean Smith, 
Coventry 


Sint 
I read that ‘gays’ are staying 
in the UK as ‘asylum- 
seekers’ from Jamaica and 
other black countries where 
the laws and locals are less 
keen on same-gender 
misuse of the alimentary 
canal than the entertainment 
industry here - while at the 
same time traditional clergy 
wish to import bishops from 
Africa to discourage ‘gays’ 
from ordination in the 
‘Church’ of England. As the 
late Tommy Trinder used to 
say of our own poor old 
natives, “You lucky 
people!” 

R Nott, London 








Conservative Democratic Alliance 
conference triumph 











Standing room only as CDA chiefs launch attack on IDS, Theresa May and the social liberal betrayal 











irnalists, delegates and CDA supporters 
packed the conference room at Bournemouth’s 
' Connaught Hotel on Wednesday 9th October 
for one of the most controversial and important 
meetings of the entire Tory week. Billed as the 
“real Conservative conference”, this was the 
Conservative Democratic Alliance’s political 
assault on the party ‘leadership’ - a fringe meeting 
that turned into a rally for true Toryism. 

Unlike many of the other conference events, the 
CDA (now a well-funded organisation with many 
supporters) was able to provide an excellent 
spread for its guests, with wine and buffet lunch 
provided. Then the audience and panellists took 
their seats, with our Chairman Mike Smith launching 
a devastating attack on IDS and the Chief Whip, 
David Maclean. Mike denounced Maclean's 
treatment of Andrew Hunter - a brave man driven 
from the party by politically correct bullying - and 
tore into the cowardice and political illiteracy 
which have brought the party so low. 

Following this powerful introduction, former 
Monday Club chairman Sam Swerling delivered 
what was to be the most resounding speech of the 
day: a pounding broadside against the unisex, 
leopard-skin-shod, pro-gay, silent-on-Europe 
‘Tory Party’. To thunderous applause, Mr 
Swerling called for a return to “nationhood, 
manhood, womanhood and the resurrection of 
Britain”. He expressed the anger felt by all present 
at the total failure of Duncan Smith to address the 
issue of mass immigration - “the relentless annual 
influx of 200,000 people every year who are 
changing our land out of all recognition”. An 
electrifying speech. 

Similar themes, including a defence of British 
sovereignty, were developed by distinguished 
speakers, such as John Gouriet, author Ashley 
Mote, and UKIP leader, Roger Knapman - a 
former minister under John Major, and a politician 
utterly disenchanted with the party he served in 
government. UK Freedom Party Chairman Adrian 
Davies asked the audience to “search their hearts” 
- to ask themselves if the Tory Party would ever 
be worth supporting again. One questioner noted 
how the Freedom Party had even beaten the 
Tories in the West Midlands by 500 votes! 

Finally, Right Now! editor, Derek Turner 
provided an analysis of how the media has set the 
parameters of political debate in Britain, and how 
the Tories have failed to counter this psychological 
Stalinism - preferring to bend to the prevailing 
wind then to fight against it. Mr Turner also drew 
attention to the presentational incompetence and 
lack of finesse which has constantly handicapped 
the failing and fumbling Tories. 

At the height of the meeting, the audience was 
about 150 strong. Pamphlets from the Freedom 
Party, the Traditional Britain Group and UKIP 
were circulated and a definite atmosphere of 
defiance manifested itself. At the end of the 











Right Now! editor Derek Turner speaking at the CDA meeting at the 


Conservative conference in Bournemouth. Other panel members (L to 
R): UKIP head Roger Knapman, author John Gouriet, Mike Smith of the 
CDA (chairman), Adrian Davies of the Freedom Party and author Ashley 
Mote (former Monday Club chairman Sam Swerling out of view) 





successful proceedings, a collection raised a subs- 
tantial sum for the CDA general campaign fund. 

To date, the meeting has attracted considerable 
media attention, with reports in the Daily Mirror, 
the Times, the Yorkshire Post, and in-depth analysis 
on the BBC News online service. The CDA wishes 
to thank all those who attended for their support 
and contributions. The Organising Committee also 
wishes to thank the staff and management of the 
Connaught Hotel for their excellent facilities and 
service. O 


“A definite 
atmosphere 
of defiance 
manifested 
itself” 


Libel victory again for Stuart Millson 


We have recently reported on the two libel 
victories won by regular RN contributor, Stuart 
Millson, arising out of defamatory articles which 
appeared in the Times and the Independent. 

The newspapers’ source turned out to be one 
Stephen Parker, a member of the Left-wing Tory 
Reform Group. Mr Parker has for some years 
conducted highly personalised campaigns against 
people with whom he disagrees. Michael Ancram 
MP was one such unfortunate target - being 
assailed by Mr Parker in the New Statesman. Mr 
Parker has also demanded that William Hague’s 
advisers on asylum policy be “named and 
shamed”. But it is the relentless campaign run 
against Mr Millson which was so unusual and 
which prompted our colleague to issue 
proceedings in the High Court against his accuser. 
In September Mr Parker made a full apology, 
agreeing to pay substantial damages and costs in 
full. We offer Stuart our congratulations. 

RN defends the right of our opponents and the 
press to criticize the beliefs of our supporters in 
any way that they please. That freedom does not 
include a right to make false and defamatory 
attacks on the characters of prominent individuals 
on the Right of British politics. It is to be hoped 
that Mr Millson’s victory will hammer this 
distinction home. O 





Right Now! January/February 2003 


OM 


en the European Union 
redrew its map _ last 
December and pushed its 


border eastward to add ten nations, 
most of them poor former Communist 
countries, the only thing missing was a 
new name for it. 

How about “The Blob?” Some of you 
may even remember the Hollywood 
horror film of the Fifties by the same 
name, involving a revolting, gooey, 
yucky mass that kept spreading and 
getting bigger and bigger and 
swallowing up everything that stood in 
its way. Well, the Blob expects its 
population to grow to 450 million and 
its economy to $9 trillion, give or take a 
few billion of your tax moolah. The 
monster is for real. Even Tony Blair has 
said so. “This is an extraordinary 
moment in  Europe’s history,” 
pronounced the greatest flim-flam man 
ever to occupy Ten Downing Street. The 
Danish prime minister, one Fogh 
Rasmussen, went even further. “We 
decided to heal our continent. We 
decided to create one Europe.” Some 
healing. Some continent. 

It is a truth universally acknowledged 
that the Belgian foreign minister, Louis 
Michel, and most of his pro-Euro ilk, 
were born of the union between a 
cockroach and a cow. Yet here we are, 
prostrate and forelock tugging, while 
these conmen decide our future. 
Something, obviously, is very wrong - 
with us. There are proposals to make the 
European Parliament more powerful 
than national legislatures, and plans to 
set up the office of a president of 
Europe - a Kaiser - who will dwarf 
national leaders for influence and 
power. 

Valery Giscard d’Estaing, as phoney 
and tricky a man as is to be found on 
this earth - just as his father was, who 
bought an extinct name and title - is 
busy as I write drafting a new 
constitution for the new Europe which 
he once suggested should be called 
“the united states of Europe.” Giscard 
believes in regulations, which will 
dictate what we peasants can and 
cannot do in some of the biggest and 
smallest areas of out life. 

These laws govern how corporations 
carry out acquisitions, what farmers can 
call their cheeses, when hunters can 
shoot small birds, what constitutes a 
dentist, how many hours a private 
businessman can work, and so on. In 
short, we are relinquishing sovereignty 
as not seen in 1,200 years. One day 
some bright young man in America will 
write While England Slept, which will 
become a best-seller, and will follow it 
up with 2014, about a continent of ant- 
like creatures, subjugated and trudging 
with eyes downcast to slave jobs. Big 



























































brothers like Blair, Straw, Michel, 
Giscard and the rest of them will be 
watching us. Have a happy new year. 





ere are some more happy 
H thoughts: Europe as we have 

known it is disappearing. 
Although the sovereign countries of 
Continental Europe and of Britain are 
products of unique histories and 
cultural distinctiveness, with each 
country’s language, art, literature and 
philosophy reflecting their uniqueness, 
this diversity is to be replaced with an 
artificial creation that has neither history 
nor language. The European Union - or 
Blob - is nothing but a giant 
bureaucracy with a monetary unit. 

The way the buraucrooks that lead 
us are going about it is simple. 
Intellectual and propagandistic assaults 
are being conducted against any 
“chauvinistic” national identity. 

Political correctness helps pull the 
rabbit out of the hat. PC turns 
individual countries into a Total State, 
with federal laws forcing people to be 
ashamed and frightened to even 
acknowledge the slightest of differences 
between races and creeds. PC’s power 
has also corrupted the media. Take the 
word ‘racism’, for example. It has 
acquired such oppressive power over 
our lives, it no longer means what it 
once did: The natural, universal and 
probably ineradicable preference for 
what is familiar over what is strange. 
Now it is a loaded and fraudulent word, 
covenient for PC Nazis and Louis 
Michel, Jack Straw, and Tony Blair-like 
hustlers. 

Oh yes, I almost forgot. There’s also 
something called freedom which is 
subtly but firmly being taken away 
from us. Europe now has crimes of 














opinion, a defining feature of Oceania, 
in George Orwell’s 1984. Europeans - 
as well as Americans, alas - are subject 
to arrest and imprisonment for words 
judged offencive by the state. 

While the identity of various 
countries is melting down 
intellectually, it is also being dissolved 
politically. Abstractions are replacing 
nationalities. With consent more 
difficult to obtain within the separate 
nationalities, coercion by the European 
State will be enhanced. One day another 
bright young American will write a best 
seller called When the Kissing had to Stop 
and Constantine Fitzgibbon will be 
turning over in his grave. The 
buraucrooks will have managed what 
Lenin, Stalin and Mao tried and 
miserably failed to do: enslave us. 


id any of you read about the 
D great golf flap back in the good 

old US of A? Varius feminists, 
politically correct journalists and the 
usual busybodies have been pillorying 
the Augusta National Golf Club for its 
refusal to admit women. One Michel 
Martin, commenting on a major 
network, complained vehemently about 
“back of the bus” treatment, meaning it 
is a grave civil rights violation that 
females can’t be full-fledged members 
of the club. The New York Times 
suggested that Tiger Woods should not 
compete next year in the Masters 
because of the club’s policies. In other 
words, admission of a few hyper-rich 
women into a hyper-rich private club 
equals the struggle of American blacks 
for civil rights. Talk about passing the 
sick bag. 
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